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This section of the FEDERAL REGISTER
contains regulatory documents having general
applicability and legal effect, most of which
are keyed to and codified in the Code of
Federal Regulations, which is published under
50 titles pursuant to 44 U.S.C. 1510.

The Code of Federal Regulations is sold by
the Superintendent of Documents. Prices of
new books are listed in the first FEDERAL
REGISTER issue of each week.

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY

Office of the Comptroller of the
Currency

12 CFR Parts 21 and 41
[Docket ID OCC—2011-0003]

RIN 1557-AD38

Bank Secrecy Act Compliance; Fair
Credit Reporting; Technical
Amendments

AGENCY: Office of the Comptroller of the
Currency, Treasury (OCC).

ACTION: Final rule; technical
amendments.

SUMMARY: The OCC is amending its
Bank Secrecy Act (BSA) and Fair Credit
Reporting regulations to make minor,
non-substantive technical amendments.
These technical amendments update
citations in OCC regulations to the
reorganized Financial Crimes
Enforcement Network, Department of
theTreasury (FinCEN) BSA regulations.
DATES: Effective Date: March 1, 2011.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Kevin Korzeniewski, Attorney,
Legislative and Regulatory Activities
Division, (202) 874-5090, Office of the
Comptroller of the Currency, 250 E St.,
SW., Washington, DC 20219.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Effective
March 1, 2011, FinCEN is reorganizing
and moving its existing BSA regulations
from 31 CFR Part 103 to 31 CFR Chapter
X. See 75 FR 65806, October 26, 2010.
The OCC is amending provisions of its
BSA (12 CFR Part 21) and Fair Credit
Reporting (12 CFR Part 41) regulations
and Appendix J to 12 CFR Part 41 to
make minor, non-substantive technical
amendments to conform citations in
these OCC regulations and the
Appendix to FinCEN’s reorganized BSA
regulations.

Description of the Final Rule

OCC’s BSA (12 CFR 21.21(a) and (b))
and Fair Credit Reporting (12 CFR
41.82(c)(2)(A)) regulations and
Appendix J to 12 CFR Part 41, Section
III(a) cite to FinCEN’s BSA regulations
in 31 CFR Part 103. Due to FinCEN’s
reorganization of its BSA regulations,
these citations to 31 CFR Part 103 in
OCC’s regulations would become
obsolete on March 1, 2011. To avoid
this, the final rule amends OCC’s BSA
(12 CFR 21.21(a) and (b)) and Fair Credit
Reporting (12 CFR 41.82(c)(2)(A))
regulations and Appendix J to 12 CFR
Part 41, Section III(a) to comport with
FinCEN’s reorganized BSA regulations
at 31 CFR Chapter X.

Administrative Procedure Act and
Effective Date

Under 5 U.S.C. 553(b)(B) of the
Administrative Procedure Act (APA), an
agency may, for good cause, find (and
incorporate the finding and a brief
statement of reasons therefore in the
rules issued) that notice and public
procedure thereon are impracticable,
unnecessary, or contrary to the public
interest.

This final rule makes minor, non-
substantive technical amendments to
the OCC’s BSA and Fair Credit
Reporting regulations and Appendix J to
Part 41, as described previously in this
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION section, to
conform certain citations to FinCEN’s
reorganized BSA regulations. For this
reason, the OCC, for good cause, finds
that the notice and comment procedures
prescribed by the APA are unnecessary
because the final rule makes technical
amendments to citations without
substantive change to the relevant
provisions of 12 CFR parts 21, 41, and
Appendix J to 12 CFR part 41.

This final rule takes effect on March
1, 2011. Under 5 U.S.C. 553(d)(3) of the
APA, the required publication or service
of a substantive rule shall be made not
less than 30 days before its effective
date, except, among other things, as
provided by the agency for good cause
found and published with the rule. The
OCC finds good cause because the
revisions in this final rule make minor,
non-substantive technical amendments.

Regulatory Flexibility Act

The Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA)
does not apply to a rulemaking where a
general notice of proposed rulemaking

is not required. See 5 U.S.C. 603 and
604. As noted previously in the
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION section, the
OCC has determined, for good cause,
that it is unnecessary to publish a notice
of proposed rulemaking for this final
rule. Accordingly, the RFA’s
requirements relating to an initial and
final regulatory flexibility analysis do
not apply.

Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995

There are no information collection
requirements in this final rule.

Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of
1995

Section 202 of the Unfunded
Mandates Reform Act of 1995, 2 U.S.C.
1532 (Unfunded Mandates Act),
requires that an agency must prepare a
budgetary impact statement before
promulgating any rule likely to result in
a Federal mandate that may result in the
expenditure by State, local, and tribal
governments, in the aggregate, or by the
private sector of $100 million or more
in any one year. If a budgetary impact
statement is required, section 205 of the
Unfunded Mandates Act also requires
an agency to identify and consider a
reasonable number of regulatory
alternatives before promulgating a rule.
The OCC has determined that this final
rule will not result in expenditures by
State, local, and tribal governments, or
by the private sector, of $100 million or
more in any one year. Accordingly, this
final rule is not subject to section 202
of the Unfunded Mandates Act.

List of Subjects in 12 CFR Parts 21 and
41

Banks, Banking, Consumer protection,
Crime, Currency, National banks,
Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements, Security measures.

For the reasons discussed in the
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION section, 12
CFR parts 21 and 41 are amended as
follows:

PART 21—MINIMUM SECURITY
DEVICES AND PROCEDURES,
REPORTS OF SUSPICIOUS
ACTIVITIES, AND BANK SECRECY
ACT COMPLIANCE PROGRAM

m 1. The authority citation for part 21
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 12 U.S.C. 93a, 1818, 1881—
1884, and 3401-3422; 31 U.S.C. 5318.
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m 2. Amend § 21.21 by revising
paragraphs (a) and (b) to read as follows:

§21.21 Procedures for monitoring Bank
Secrecy Act (BSA) compliance.

(a) Purpose. This subpart is issued to
assure that all national banks establish
and maintain procedures reasonably
designed to assure and monitor their
compliance with the requirements of
subchapter II of chapter 53 of title 31,
United States Code, and the
implementing regulations promulgated
thereunder by the Department of the
Treasury at 31 CFR Chapter X.

(b) Establishment of a BSA
compliance program—(1) Program
requirement. Each bank shall develop
and provide for the continued
administration of a program reasonably
designed to assure and monitor
compliance with the recordkeeping and
reporting requirements set forth in
subchapter II of chapter 53 of title 31,
United States Code and the
implementing regulations issued by the
Department of the Treasury at 31 CFR
Chapter X. The compliance program
must be written, approved by the bank’s
board of directors, and reflected in the
minutes of the bank.

(2) Customer identification program.
Each bank is subject to the requirements
of 31 U.S.C. 5318(1) and the
implementing regulations jointly
promulgated by the OCC and the
Department of the Treasury at 31 CFR
1020.220, which require a customer
identification program to be
implemented as part of the BSA
compliance program required under this
section.

PART 41—FAIR CREDIT REPORTING

m 3. The authority citation for Part 41
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 12 U.S.C. 1 et seq., 24
(Seventh), 93a, 481, 484, and 1818; 15 U.S.C.
1681a, 1681b, 1681c, 1681m, 1681s, 1681s—
2, 1681s—3, 1681t, 1681w, Sec. 214, Pub. L.
108-159, 117 Stat. 1952.

m 4. Amend § 41.82 by revising
paragraph (c)(2)(i)(A) to read as follows:

§41.82 Duties of users regarding address
discrepancies.

* * * * *
C L
EZ)) * *x %
( EE

i)

(A) Obtains and uses to verify the
consumer’s identity in accordance with
the requirements of the Customer
Identification Program (CIP) rules
implementing 31 U.S.C. 5318(1) (31 CFR
1020.220);

* * * * *

m 5. In Appendix ] to Part 41, revise
Section III, paragraph (a) to read as
follows:

APPENDIX J TO PART 41—
INTERAGENCY GUIDELINES ON
IDENTITY THEFT DETECTION,
PREVENTION, AND MITIGATION

* * * * *

I1I. Detecting Red Flags
* * * * *

(a) Obtaining identifying information
about, and verifying the identity of, a person
opening a covered account, for example,
using the policies and procedures regarding
identification and verification set forth in the
Customer Identification Program rules
implementing 31 U.S.C. 5318(1) (31 CFR
1020.220); and

* * * * *

Dated: January 25, 2011.
Julie L. Williams,

First Senior Deputy Comptroller and Chief
Counsel.

[FR Doc. 2011-2747 Filed 2—7-11; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4810-33-P

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND
SECURITY

U.S. Customs and Border Protection

19 CFR Parts 123, 142 and 178

[Docket No. USCBP-2006-0132; CBP Dec.
No. 11-04]

RIN 1651-AA68

Land Border Carrier Initiative Program

AGENCY: U.S. Customs and Border
Protection, DHS.

ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This document amends U.S.
Customs and Border Protection (CBP)
regulations by removing the provisions
pertaining to the Land Border Carrier
Initiative Program (LBCIP). The LBCIP
was established as a voluntary industry
partnership program under which
participating land and rail commercial
carriers would agree to enhance the
security of their facilities and
conveyances to prevent controlled
substances from being smuggled into the
United States. Because CBP has
developed a more comprehensive
voluntary industry partnership program
known as the Customs-Trade
Partnership Against Terrorism (C-
TPAT), CBP is terminating the LBCIP
and will focus its partnership efforts on
the further development of C-TPAT. C-
TPAT builds upon the best practices of
the LBCIP, while providing greater
border and supply chain security with

expanded benefits to approved
participants.

DATES: Effective Date: March 10, 2011.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Glenn Woodley, Jr., Office of Field
Operations, (202) 344-2725.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Background

The Land Border Carrier Initiative
Program (LBCIP) was established as a
CBP-industry partnership regulatory
program enlisting the voluntary
cooperation of commercial conveyance
entities as part of an effort to prevent the
smuggling of controlled substances into
the United States.

Under the LBCIP regulations set forth
in title 19 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (19 CFR 123.71-76), land
and rail commercial carrier participants
may enter into a written agreement with
CBP that specifies methods by which
the carrier will enhance the security of
its facilities and conveyances. In
exchange for this cooperation, CBP
would provide training to carrier
personnel in the areas of cargo and
personnel security, document review
techniques, drug awareness, and
conveyance searches. Additionally, only
LBCIP participants could be approved
for Line Release entry processing at
certain high-risk border locations as set
forth in 19 CFR 142.41.1

In 2001, CBP introduced the Customs-
Trade Partnership Against Terrorism
(C-TPAT) program. C-TPAT is a
voluntary industry partnership initiative
that meets the objectives of the LBCIP
while providing a more comprehensive
approach to border and supply chain
security. The program entails CBP’s
ongoing participation in a joint effort
with importers, carriers, brokers,
warehouse operators, manufacturers,
and other industry sectors to develop a
seamless security-conscious
environment from manufacturing
through transportation and importation
to ultimate distribution. In addition to
providing greater security for both
government and business, C-TPAT
provides its members with the same
privileges accorded to LBCIP
participants, as well as additional
benefits such as priority processing for
CBP inspections, reduced number of
CBP inspections, assignment of a C—
TPAT Supply Chain Security Specialist
who will work with the company to
validate and enhance security
throughout the company’s international
supply chain, and eligibility to attend

1Line Release provides for advance cargo
screening and expedited release at land border
ports.
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C-TPAT supply chain security training
seminars. (For a detailed explanation of
C-TPAT benefits, visit www.cbp.gov,
and click on the link to C-TPAT).

In light of the development of C-
TPAT as a more comprehensive CBP
industry partnership program, CBP
published a proposal in the Federal
Register (74 FR 66933) on December 17,
2009, to amend title 19 of the Code of
Federal Regulations by removing
provisions pertaining to the LBCIP and
changing certain references to the LBCIP
to “CBP-approved industry partnership
program.” CBP also proposed replacing
the word “Customs” with “CBP” where
it appeared in the regulations affected
by these changes. Interested parties
were given until February 16, 2010 to
comment on the proposed changes. CBP
received no comments in response to
the notice. Accordingly, CBP has
determined to adopt as final, the
proposed rule published in the Federal
Register, which eliminates LBCIP as a
CBP program. In addition, CBP is
removing the reference in 19 CFR 178.2
to the information collection pertaining
to the LBCIP.

C-TPAT builds upon the best
practices of existing CBP-industry
partnership programs and offers more
comprehensive supply chain security
measures for both government and
industry than does LBCIP. CBP
encourages any former LBCIP
participants to apply for C-TPAT
membership. Information on the C-
TPAT application process is available
on the CBP Web site (http://
www.cbp.gov).

Explanation of Amendments

For the reasons set forth above, CBP
removes §§123.71, 123.72, 123.73.
123.74, 123.75, and 123.76 from 19 CFR,
and amends 19 CFR 142.41, 142.47 and
178.2.

Executive Order 12866

Executive Order 12866 requires
Federal agencies to conduct economic
analyses of significant regulatory actions
as a means to improve regulatory
decision making. Significant regulatory
actions include those that may “(1)
[h]ave an annual effect on the economy
of $100 million or more or adversely
affect in a material way the economy, a
sector of the economy, productivity,
competition, jobs, the environment,
public health or safety, or State, local,
or Tribal governments or communities;
(2) [c]reate a serious inconsistency or
otherwise interfere with an action taken
or planned by another agency; (3)
[m]aterially alter the budgetary impact
of entitlements, grants, user fees, or loan
programs or the rights and obligations of

recipients thereof; or (4) [r]aise novel
legal or policy issues arising out of legal
mandates, the President’s priorities, or
the principles set forth in this Executive
Order.”

CBP incorporated the best practices
and security principles of LBCIP and
other industry partnership programs
when developing G-TPAT, a
comprehensive border and supply chain
security partnership. The termination of
LBCIP does not eliminate benefits
previously conferred to land and rail
carrier participants because former
LBCIP participants may elect to, and are
encouraged to, apply to participate in
C-TPAT, which confers all of the
privileges of LBCIP along with
additional benefits discussed
previously. As such, this rule does not
meet the criteria for a “significant
regulatory action” under Executive
Order 12866. The Office of Management
and Budget (OMB) has not reviewed this
rule under that order.

Regulatory Flexibility Act

In Treasury Decision (T.D.) 99-2 (64
FR 27, January 4, 1999), it was certified
that pursuant to the provisions of the
Regulatory Flexibility Act (5 U.S.C. 601
et seq., the LBCIP regulations set forth
at 19 CFR 123.71-76 would not have a
significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities,
because the LBCIP is a voluntary
partnership program that confers
benefits to the trade community.
Accordingly, the LBCIP regulations
were not subject to regulatory analysis
or other requirements of 5 U.S.C. 603
and 604.

Similarly, this rule removes the
voluntary LBCIP from the regulations
and does not impose any direct costs on
small entities. Additionally, CBP
encourages any existing LBCIP members
to continue their partnership endeavors
and benefits by applying for
membership in C-TPAT. CBP solicited
comments regarding the impact on
small entities of the proposal published
in the Federal Register on December 17,
2009 (74 FR 66933). As no comments
were received challenging these
findings, it is certified that pursuant to
the provisions of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act (5 U.S.C. 601 et seq.),
this rule does not have a significant
economic impact on a substantial
number of small entities.

Paperwork Reduction Act

The collections of information
pertaining to the LBCIP were approved
by the Office of Management and
Budget (OMB) in accordance with the
requirements of the Paperwork
Reduction Act of 1995 (44 U.S.C. 3507)

under control number 1651-0077. This
information collection is referenced in
19 CFR 178.2 under section 123.73.

With the adoption of this final rule
removing the LBCIP from the CBP
regulations, 19 CFR 178.2 is being
amended to delete the reference to this
information collection.

Signing Authority

This document is being issued in
accordance with 19 CFR 0.2(a), which
provides that the authority of the
Secretary of the Treasury with respect to
CBP regulations that are not related to
customs revenue functions was
transferred to the Secretary of Homeland
Security pursuant to section 403(1) of
the Homeland Security Act of 2002 and
that such regulations are signed by the
Secretary of Homeland Security.

List of Subjects
19 CFR Part 123

Administrative Practice and
Procedure, Canada, Common carriers,
Customs duties and inspection, Entry of
merchandise, Freight, Imports,
International traffic, Mexico, Motor
carriers, Penalties, Railroads, Reporting
and recordkeeping requirements,
Vehicles.

19 CFR Part 142

Administrative Practice and
Procedure, Canada, Computer
technology (Line release), Common
carriers (Carrier initiative program),
Customs duties and inspection, Entry of
merchandise (Line release), Forms,
Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements.

19 CFR Part 178

Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements.

Amendments to the Regulations

For the reasons stated above, CBP
amends parts 123, 142 and 178 of title
19 of the CFR as set forth below:

PART 123—CBP RELATIONS WITH
CANADA AND MEXICO

m 1. The heading to part 123 is revised
to read as set forth above.

m 2. The general authority citation for
part 123 continues to read as follows,
and the specific authority citation for
§§123.71-123.76 is removed:

Authority: 19 U.S.C. 66, 1202 (General
Note 3(i), Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the
United States (HTSUS)), 1431, 1433, 1436,
1448, 1624, 2071 note.

* * * * *

m 3. Remove and reserve subpart H of
part 123.
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PART 142—ENTRY PROCESS

m 4. The authority citation for part 142
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 19 U.S.C. 66, 1448, 1484, 1624.

m 5. Section 142.41 is amended by
removing the word “Customs” wherever
it appears and adding in each place the
term “CBP” and, in the last sentence, by
removing the language, “the Land
Border Carrier Initiative Program (see,
subpart H of part 123 of this chapter)”
and adding in its place the language, “a
CBP-approved industry partnership
program”.

m6.In§142.47:

m (a) Paragraph (a) is amended by
removing the word “Customs” wherever
it appears and adding in each place the
term “CBP”; and

m (b) Paragraph (b) is amended by
removing the word “Customs” wherever
it appears and adding in each place the
term “CBP”, by removing the language
“the Land Border Carrier Initiative
Program (LBCIP)” in the first sentence
and adding in its place the language “a
CBP-approved industry partnership
program” and, in the second sentence,
by removing the word “shall” and
adding in its place the word “must”.

PART 178—APPROVAL OF
INFORMATION COLLECTION
REQUIREMENTS

m 7. The general authority citation for
part 178 continues to read as follows:

Authority: 5 U.S.C. 301; 19 U.S.C. 1624; 44
U.S.C. 3501 et seq.

m 8. Amend § 178.2 by removing the
listing for § 123.73.

Janet Napolitano,

Secretary.

[FR Doc. 2011-2694 Filed 2—-7-11; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 9111-14-P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Federal Highway Administration

23 CFR Part 470
[FHWA Docket No. FHWA-2011-0003]
RIN 2125—-AF35

Highway Systems; Technical
Correction

AGENCIES: Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA), Department of
Transportation (DOT).

ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This rule makes a technical
correction to the regulations that govern

the designation of routes on the
National Highway System and the
Dwight D. Eisenhower System of
Interstate and Defense Highways. The
amendments contained herein make no
substantive changes to FHWA
regulations, policies, or procedures. The
current regulation references a section
of Title 23 of the United States Code
that was later repealed by section
1106(c)(2)(A) of the Transportation
Efficiency Act for the 21st Century (Pub.
L. 105-178). This rule also corrects
outdated and incorrect directions for
obtaining publications referenced in the
regulatory text. This rule also corrects to
25 years the time period that routes
designated by agreement as future
Interstate routes must be constructed to
meet Interstate Highway System
standards. Finally, this rule corrects
references to FHWA offices that are
involved in reviewing and approving
Interstate designation requests, due to
Agency reorganizations.

DATES: This rule is effective March 10,
2011.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Stefan Natzke, National Systems and
Economic Development Team, (202)
366—5010; or Robert Black, Office of the
Chief Counsel, (202) 366—1359; Both are
located at 1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE.,
Washington, DC 20590. Office hours for
FHWA are from 8 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., e.t.,
Monday through Friday, except Federal
holidays.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Electronic Access

An electronic copy of this document
may be downloaded by accessing the
Office of the Federal Register’s home
page at: http://www.archives.gov or the
Government Printing Office’s Web page
at: http://www.gpoaccess.gov/nara.

Background

This rulemaking makes technical
corrections to the regulations that
govern policies and procedures relating
to the designation of routes on the
Interstate Highway System found at 23
CFR 470. In its final rule published in
the Federal Register on June 19, 1997,
at 62 FR 33355, the FHWA referenced
23 U.S.C. 139, which at that time
governed “Additions to the Interstate.”
Section 1106(c)(2)(A) of the
Transportation Equity Act for the 21st
Century, enacted in 1998, repealed that
section and inserted revised language
governing Interstate additions at 23
U.S.C. 103(c). Furthermore, the Safe,
Accountable, Flexible, Efficient
Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for
Users (SAFETEA-LU) (Pub. L. 109-59)
inserted provisions related to efficient

environmental reviews at 23 U.S.C. 139.
As such, references in 23 CFR 470 to
section 139 causes confusion. These
amendments will direct readers of this
section to the proper section of the U.S.
Code. This rule also corrects outdated
and incorrect directions for obtaining
publications referenced in the
regulatory text. It also extends to 25
years the time period that routes
designated by agreement as future
Interstate routes must be constructed to
meet Interstate Highway System
standards as provided by 23 U.S.C.
103(c)(4)(B)(ii). Section 1106(a) of
SAFETEA-LU (Pub. L. 109-59), enacted
in 2005, extended the construction
deadline from 12 to 25 years. The
amended rule will reflect this statutory
extension. Finally, this rule corrects
references to FHWA offices that are
involved in reviewing and approving
Interstate designation requests, due to
Agency reorganizations.

Rulemaking Analyses and Notice

Under the Administrative Procedure
Act (5 U.S.C. 553(b)), an agency may
waive the normal notice and comment
requirements if it finds, for good cause,
that they are impracticable,
unnecessary, or contrary to the public
interest. The FHWA finds that notice
and comment for this rule is
unnecessary and contrary to the public
interest because it will have no
substantive impact, is technical in
nature, and relates only to management,
organization, procedure, and practice.
The amendments to the rule are based
upon the explicit language of statutes
that were enacted subsequent to the
promulgation of the rule. The FHWA
does not anticipate receiving
meaningful comments on it. States, local
governments, transit agencies, and their
consultants rely upon the
environmental regulations corrected by
this action. These corrections will
reduce confusion for these entities and
should not be unnecessarily delayed.
Accordingly, for the reasons listed
above, the agencies find good cause
under 5 U.S.C. 553(b)(3)(B) to waive
notice and opportunity for comment.

Executive Order 12866 (Regulatory
Planning and Review) and DOT
Regulatory Policies and Procedures

The FHWA has determined that this
action is not a significant regulatory
action within the meaning of Executive
Order 12866 or significant within the
meaning of DOT regulatory policies and
procedures. It is anticipated that the
economic impact of this rulemaking will
be minimal. This rule only entails minor
corrections that will not in any way
alter the regulatory effect of 23 CFR part
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470. Thus, this final rule will not
adversely affect, in a material way, any
sector of the economy. In addition, these
changes will not interfere with any
action taken or planned by another
agency and will not materially alter the
budgetary impact of any entitlements,
grants, user fees, or loan programs.

Regulatory Flexibility Act

In compliance with the Regulatory
Flexibility Act (Pub. L. 96-354, 5 U.S.C.
601-612) FHWA has evaluated the
effects of this action on small entities
and has determined that the action will
not have a significant economic impact
on a substantial number of small
entities. This final rule will not make
any substantive changes to our
regulations or in the way that our
regulations affect small entities; it
merely corrects technical errors. For this
reason, the FHWA certifies that this
action will not have a significant
economic impact on a substantial
number of small entities.

Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of
1995

This rule does not impose unfunded
mandates as defined by the Unfunded
Mandates Reform Act of 1995 (Pub. L.
104—4, March 22, 1995, 109 Stat. 48).
This rule does not impose any
requirements on State, local, or tribal
governments, or the private sector and,
thus, will not require those entities to
expend any funds.

Executive Order 13132 (Federalism)

This action has been analyzed in
accordance with the principles and
criteria contained in Executive Order
13132, and FHWA has determined that
this action does not have sufficient
federalism implications to warrant the
preparation of a federalism assessment.
The FHWA has also determined that
this action does not preempt any State
law or State regulation or affect the
States’ ability to discharge traditional
State governmental functions.

Executive Order 12372
(Intergovernmental Review)

The regulations implementing
Executive Order 12372 regarding
intergovernmental consultation on
Federal programs and activities apply to
these programs.

Paperwork Reduction Act

This action does not create any new
information collection requirements for
which a Paperwork Reduction Act
submission to the Office of Management
and Budget would be needed under the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, 44
U.S.C. 3501-3520.

National Environmental Policy Act

The FHWA has analyzed this action
for the purpose of the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42
U.S.C. 4321—4347) and has determined
that this action will not have any effect
on the quality of the environment.

Executive Order 13175 (Tribal
Consultation)

The FHWA has analyzed this action
under Executive Order 13175, dated
November 6, 2000, and concluded that
this rule will not have substantial direct
effects on one or more Indian tribes; will
not impose substantial direct
compliance costs on Indian tribal
government; and will not preempt tribal
law. There are no requirements set forth
in this rule that directly affect one or
more Indian tribes. Therefore, a tribal
summary impact statement is not
required.

Executive Order 12988 (Civil Justice
Reform)

This rule meets applicable standards
in sections 3(a) and 3(b)(2) of Executive
Order 12988, Civil Justice Reform, to
minimize litigation, eliminate
ambiguity, and reduce burden.

Executive Order 13045 (Protection of
Children)

Under Executive Order 13045,
Protection of Children from
Environmental Health and Safety Risks,
this final rule is not economically
significant and does not involve an
environmental risk to health and safety
that may disproportionally affect
children.

Executive Order 12630 (Taking of
Private Property)

This final rule will not effect a taking
of private property or otherwise have
taking implications under Executive
Order 12630, Governmental Actions and
Interference with Constitutionally
Protected Property Rights.

Executive Order 13211 (Energy Effects)

This final rule has been analyzed
under Executive Order 13211, Actions
Concerning Regulations That
Significantly Affect Energy Supply,
Distribution, or Use. The FHWA has
determined that it is not a significant
energy action under that order because
it is not a significant regulatory action
under Executive Order 12866 and this
final rule is not likely to have a
significant adverse effect on the supply,
distribution, or use of energy.

Regulation Identification Number

A regulation identification number
(RIN) is assigned to each regulatory

action listed in the Unified Agenda of
Federal Regulations. The Regulatory
Information Service Center publishes
the Unified Agenda in April and
October of each year. The RINs
contained in the heading of this
document can be used to cross reference
this action with the Unified Agenda.

List of Subjects in 23 CFR Part 470

Highways and roads, Reporting and
recordkeeping requirements.

Issued on: February 1, 2011.
Victor M. Mendez,
Administrator.

In consideration of the foregoing, 23
CFR part 470 is amended as set forth
below.

PART 470—HIGHWAY SYSTEMS

m 1. Revise the authority citation for part
470 to read as follows:

Authority: 23 U.S.C. 103(b)(2), 103(c), 134,
135, and 315; and 49 CFR 1.48(b).

Subpart A—[Amended]

m 2. Amend §470.105 by revising the
last sentence of paragraph (a), the
second sentence of paragraph (b)(1), and
footnote 1 to read as follows:

§470.105 Urban area boundaries and
highway functional classification.

(a) * * * Guidance for determining
the boundaries of urbanized and
nonurbanized urban areas is provided in
the FHWA'’s Functional Classification
Guidelines.?

(b) * * *(1) * * * Guidance criteria
and procedures are provided in the
FHWA'’s Functional Classification
Guidelines.

* * * * *

1The Functional Classification Guidelines
can be viewed at http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/
planning/fctoc.htm.

m 3. Amend §470.107(a)(2) by removing
the reference “23 U.S.C. 103(e)(1), (e)(2),
and (e)(3)” and adding in its place, the
reference “23 U.S.C. 103(c)(1)(D)(2)”,
and by removing the reference “23
U.S.C. 139(a) and (c)” and adding, in its
place, the reference “23 U.S.C.
103(c)(4).”

m 4. Amend §470.111 as follows:

m A. By revising paragraph (b).

m B. By removing paragraph (c), and
redesignating paragraphs (d) through (f)
as paragraphs (c) through (e).

m C. By amending redesignated
paragraph (e) by removing the reference
“23 U.S.C. 139” and adding, in its place,
the reference “23 U.S.C. 103(c)”. The
revision reads as follows:

§470.111 Interstate System procedures.

* * * * *
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(b) Proposals for Interstate or future
Interstate designation under 23 U.S.C.
103(c)(4)(A) or (B), as logical additions
or connections, shall consider the
criteria contained in appendix A of this
subpart. For designation as a part of the
Interstate system, 23 U.S.C. 103(c)(4)(A)
requires that a highway meet all the
standards of a highway on the Interstate
System, be a logical addition or
connection to the Interstate System, and
have the affirmative recommendation of
the State or States involved. For
designation as a future part of the
Interstate System, 23 U.S.C. 103(c)(4)(B)
requires that a highway be a logical
addition or connection to the Interstate
System, have the affirmative
recommendation of the State or States
involved, and have the written
agreement of the State or States
involved that such highway will be
constructed to meet all the standards of
a highway on the Interstate System
within twenty-five years of the date of
the agreement between the FHWA
Administrator and the State or States
involved. Such highways must also be
on the National Highway System.

* * * * *

m 5. Amend Appendix A to Subpart A
of Part 470 as follows:

m A. By revising the appendix heading.
m B. By amending the introductory
paragraph by removing the words
“Section 139(a) and (b)” and adding, in
their place the words “Section
103(c)(4)(A) and (B)”, and removing the
reference “23 U.S.C. 139” and adding, in
its place, the reference “23 U.S.C.
103(c)”.

m C. By amending paragraph 5 by
removing the number “12” and adding,
in its place, the number “25”.

m D. By amending paragraph 6 by
removing the reference “23 U.S.C.
139(b)” and add, in its place, the
reference “23 U.S.C. 103(c)(4)(B)”. The
revision reads as follows:

Appendix A to Subpart A of Part 470—
Guidance Criteria for Evaluating
Requests for Interstate System
Designations under 23 U.S.C.
103(c)(4)(A) and (B)

* * * * *

Appendix B to Subpart A of Part 470—
[AMENDED]

m 6. Amend Appendix B to Subpart A of
Part 470 as follows:

m A. By amending the introductory
paragraph by removing the reference “23
U.S.C. 139(a)” and adding, in its place,
the reference “23 U.S.C. 103(c)(4)(A)”.

m B. By amending paragraph 1 by
removing the words “and Regional
Offices” and add, in their place, the
words “Office” in each place it appears.

Appendix C to Subpart A of Part 470—
POLICY FOR THE SIGNING AND
NUMBERING OF FUTURE
INTERSTATE CORRIDORS
DESIGNATED BY SECTION 332 OF
THE NHS DESIGNATION ACT OF 1995
OR DESIGNATED UNDER 23 U.S.C.
139(b) [AMENDED]

m 7. Amend Appendix C to Subpart A of
Part 470 as follows:

m A. By revising the appendix heading.
m B. By amending Conditions paragraph
1 by removing the reference “23 U.S.C.
139(b)” and adding, in its place, the
reference “23 U.S.C. 103(c)(4)(B)”.

m C. By amending Conditions paragraph
6 by removing the word “Regional”, and

adding, in its place, the word “Division”.

The revision reads as follows:

Appendix C to Subpart A of Part 470—
POLICY FOR THE SIGNING AND
NUMBERING OF FUTURE
INTERSTATE CORRIDORS
DESIGNATED BY SECTION 332 OF
THE NHS DESIGNATION ACT OF 1995
OR DESIGNATED UNDER 23 U.S.C.
103(c)(4)(B)

* * * * *

[FR Doc. 2011-2693 Filed 2—7-11; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-22-P

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
Department of the Army
32 CFR Part 655

[Docket No. USA-2008-0001]
RIN 0702-AA58

Radiation Sources on Army Land

AGENCY: Department of the Army, DoD.
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: The Department of the Army
is finalizing revisions to its regulation
concerning radiation sources on Army
land. The Army requires non-Army
agencies (including their civilian
contractors) to obtain an Army
Radiation Permit (ARP) from the
garrison commander to use, store, or
possess ionizing radiation sources on an
Army installation. For the purpose of
this rule, “ionizing radiation source”
means any source that, if held or owned
by an Army organization, would require
a specific Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC) license or Army
Radiation Authorization (ARA). The
purpose of the ARP is to protect the
public, civilian employees, and military
personnel on an installation from
potential exposure to radioactive
sources. The U.S. Army Safety Office,
which is the proponent for the Army

Radiation Safety Program, is finalizing
revisions to the regulation to reflect the
NRC changes to licensing of Naturally-
Occurring and Accelerator-Produced
Radioactive Material (NARM). Executive
Order 12866 Regulatory Planning and
Review was followed to rewrite this
rule.

DATES: Effective date: March 10, 2011.

ADDRESSES: Director of Army Safety,
2221 S. Clarke Street, Suite 1107,
Arlington, VA 22202.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Tim
Mikulski, (703) 601-2408.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
A. Background

In the April 14, 2010, issue of the
Federal Register (75 FR 19302), the
Army issued a proposed rule to revise
32 CFR part 655. The revised rule
reflects the rule created by the NRC on
October 1, 2007 (72 FR 55864) that
became effective on November 30, 2007.

The Army received no comments on
its proposed rule. Two individuals
sought additional information on the
rule. One asked how the rule affected
the Army radiation safety program. The
Army explained that the changes to the
rule are being made to reflect changes in
the NRC rule. The second individual
wanted to know if the rule covered
radon. The Army explained that the rule
does not cover radon.

The final rule corrects one
typographical error in the Authority
section of 32 CFR part 655, citing to 10
U.S.C. 3013. The Army has made a
number of administrative changes to the
proposed rule to apply uniform
terminology, insert cross-references to
definitions in the NRC rules, and
otherwise improve the language without
making substantive changes to the
proposed rule, and is finalizing the rule
as revised.

B. Regulatory Flexibility Act

The Army has certified that the rule
will not have a significant economic
impact on a substantial number of small
entities because the rule imposes no
additional costs. The Army received no
comments from small entities on the
proposed rule.

C. Unfunded Mandates Reform Act

The Department of the Army has
determined that the Unfunded
Mandates Reform Act does not apply
because the rule does not include a
mandate that may result in estimated
costs to State, local, or tribal
governments in the aggregate, or the
private sector, of $100 million or more.
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D. National Environmental Policy Act

The Army has determined that this is
not a major federal action significantly
affecting the human environment.

E. Paperwork Reduction Act

Section 655.10(e) of this rule contains
information collection requirements.
The OMB Control number is 0702-0109,
“Letter Permit for Non-Army Agency
Radiation Sources on Army Land.” The
Army received no comments on the
proposed information collection
requirements.

F. Executive Order 12630 (Government
Actions and Interference With
Constitutionally Protected Property
Rights)

The Department of the Army has
determined that Executive Order 12630
does not apply because the rule does not
impair private property rights.

G. Executive Order 12866 (Regulatory
Planning and Review)

The Department of the Army has
determined that according to the criteria
defined in Executive Order 12866 this
rule is a significant regulatory action. As
such, the rule was subject to Office of
Management and Budget review under
section 6(a)(3) of the Executive Order.

H. Executive Order 13045 (Protection of
Children From Environmental Health
Risks and Safety Risks)

The Department of the Army has
determined that according to section
2-202 of Executive Order 13045 this
rule is not a covered regulatory action
to which Executive Order 13045 applies
nor will this rule present environmental
health risks or safety risks that will
disproportionately affect children.

1. Executive Order 13132 (Federalism)

The Department of the Army has
determined that this rule will not have
a substantial effect on the States, on the
relationship between the national
government and the States, or on the
distribution of power and
responsibilities among the various
levels of government.

William T. Wolf,

Brigadier General, U.S. Army, Director of
Army Safety.

List of Subjects in 32 CFR Part 655

Environmental protection, Radiation
protection.

For reasons stated in the preamble the
Department of the Army revises 32 CFR
part 655 to read as follows:

PART 655—RADIATION SOURCES ON
ARMY LAND

Authority: 10 U.S.C. 3013.

§655.10 Oversight of radiation sources
brought on Army land by non-Army entities
(AR 385-10).

(a) As used in this section:

Agreement State has the same
meaning as provided in 10 CFR 30.4.

Byproduct material has the same
meaning as provided in 10 CFR 20.1003.

Radiation has the same meaning as
provided in 10 CFR 20.1003.

Radioactive material includes
byproduct material, source material, and
special nuclear material.

Source material has the same meaning
as provided in 10 CFR 20.1003.

Special nuclear material has the same
meaning as provided in 10 CFR 20.1003.

(b) Army radiation permits are
required for use, storage, or possession
of ionizing radiation sources by non-
Army entities (including their civilian
contractors) on an Army installation.
Such use, storage, or possession of
ionizing radiation sources must be in
connection with an activity of the
Department of Defense or in connection
with a service to be performed on the
installation for the benefit of the
Department of Defense, in accordance
with 10 U.S.C. 2692(b)(1). Approval by
the garrison commander is required to
obtain an Army radiation permit. For
the purposes of this section, an ionizing
radiation source is:

(1) Radioactive material used, stored,
or possessed under the authority of a
specific license issued by the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC) or an
Agreement State (10 CFR parts 30, 40,
and 70 or the equivalent regulations of
an Agreement State); or

(2) A machine-produced ionizing
radiation source capable of producing
an area, accessible to individuals, in
which radiation levels could result in an
individual receiving a dose equivalent
in excess of 0.1 rem (1 mSv) in 1 hour
at 30 centimeters from the ionizing
radiation source or from any surface that
the radiation penetrates.

(c) A permit is not required for non-
Army entities (including their civilian
contractors) that use Army licensed
radioactive material on an Army
installation in coordination with the
Army NRC licensee. The non-Army
entity must obtain permission from the
Army NRC licensee to use the
radioactive materials and be in
compliance with all of the Army NRC
license conditions prior to beginning
work on Army land.

(d) Other Military Departments are
exempt from the requirement of

paragraph (b) of this section to obtain an
Army radiation permit; however, the
garrison Radiation Safety Officer (RSO)
must be notified prior to ionizing
radiation sources being brought onto the
installation.

(e) Applicants will apply for an Army
radiation permit by letter with
supporting documentation (paragraph
(f) of this section) to the garrison
commander through the appropriate
tenant commander or garrison director.
Submit the letter so that the garrison
commander receives the application at
least 30 calendar days before the
requested effective date of the permit.

(f) The Army radiation permit
application will include a proposed
effective date and duration (not to
exceed 12 months) for the Army
radiation permit and describe the
purposes for which the ionizing
radiation source will be used. The
application will include: Identification
of the trained operating personnel who
will be responsible for implementation
of the activities authorized by the
permit and a summary of their
professional qualifications; the
applicant’s point-of-contact name and
phone number; the applicant’s radiation
safety Standing Operating Procedures
(SOPs); storage provisions when the
ionizing radiation source is not in use;
and procedures for notifying the
garrison of reportable incidents/
accidents.

(g) The garrison commander may
approve the application only if the
applicant provides evidence to show
that one of the following is true:

(1) The applicant possesses a valid
NRC license or Department of Energy
(DOE) radiological work permit that
allows the applicant to use the ionizing
radiation source in the manner
requested in the Army radiation permit
application;

(2) The applicant possesses a valid
Agreement State license that allows the
applicant to use the ionizing radiation
source in the manner requested in the
Army radiation permit application. An
applicant operating in areas subject to
exclusive Federal jurisdiction
(Agreement States Letter SP-96—022)
has to file a NRC Form-241, Report of
Proposed Activities in Non-Agreement
States, with the NRC in accordance with
10 CFR 150.20(b);

(3) For machine-produced ionizing
radiation sources, the applicant has an
appropriate State authorization that
allows the applicant to use the ionizing
radiation source as requested in the
Army radiation permit application and
has in place a radiation safety program
that complies with applicable Army
regulations; or
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(4) For installations outside of the
United States, the applicant has an
appropriate host-nation authorization as
necessary that allows the applicant to
use the ionizing radiation source in the
manner requested in the Army radiation
permit application and has in place a
radiation safety program that complies
with applicable Army regulations and
host nation laws and regulations.

(h) Applicants and permit holders
shall comply with all applicable
Federal, state, interstate, and local laws
and regulations, status-of-forces
agreements (SOFAs), and other
international agreements.

(i) Each Army radiation permit will
require the permit holder to remove its
permitted ionizing radiation sources
from Army property prior to the
expiration of the permit and restore all
real or personal property of the Army
that was modified, altered, or otherwise
changed as a result of the permit
holder’s activities to the condition such
property was in prior to the effective
date of the permit.

(j) An Army radiation permit issued
pursuant to this section shall be valid
for no more than 12 months.

(k) Disposal of radioactive material by
non-Army entities on Army property is
prohibited. However, the garrison
commander may give written
authorization for releases of radioactive
material to the atmosphere or to the
sanitary sewerage system if such
releases are in compliance with all
applicable Federal, State, interstate, and
local laws and regulations, including
but not limited to, the NRC regulations
at 10 CFR part 20, Subpart K, or the
equivalent requirements of an
Agreement State, and regulations issued
by the Army or the Department of
Defense, to include compliance with
any applicable requirement to obtain a
permit, license, or other authorization,
or to submit any information,
notification, or report for such release.

[FR Doc. 2011-2748 Filed 2-7-11; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3710-08-P

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND
SECURITY

Coast Guard

33 CFR Part 117
[Docket Number USCG-2011-0029]

Drawbridge Operation Regulation;
Upper Mississippi River, Keokuk, 1A

AGENCY: Coast Guard, DHS.
ACTION: Notice of temporary deviation
from regulations.

SUMMARY: The Commander, Eighth
Coast Guard District, has issued a
temporary deviation from the regulation
governing the operation of the Keokuk
Drawbridge across the Upper
Mississippi River, mile 364.0, at
Keokuk, Iowa. The deviation is
necessary to allow the bridge owner
time to perform the needed maintenance
and repairs to the bridge that is essential
to the continued safe operation of the
drawbridge. This deviation allows the
bridge to remain in the closed-to-
navigation position for thirty days.
DATES: This deviation is effective from
12:01 a.m., January 30, 2011 until

9 a.m., February 28, 2011.

ADDRESSES: Documents indicated in this
preamble as being available in the
docket are part of docket USCG-2011—
0029 and are available online by going
to http://www.regulations.gov, inserting
USCG-2011-0029 in the “Keyword” box
and then clicking “Search”. They are
also available for inspection or copying
at the Docket Management Facility (M—
30), U.S. Department of Transportation,
West Building Ground Floor, Room
W12-140, 1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE.,
Washington, DC 20590, between 9 a.m.
and 5 p.m., Monday through Friday,
except Federal holidays.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: If
you have questions on this rule, call or
email Eric A. Washburn, Bridge
Administrator, Western Rivers, Coast
Guard; telephone (314) 269-2378,
e-mail Eric. Washburn@uscg.mil. If you
have questions on viewing the docket,
call Renee V. Wright, Program Manager,
Docket Operations, telephone (202)
366—-9826.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The City
of Keokuk, Iowa requested a temporary
deviation for the Keokuk Drawbridge,
across the Upper Mississippi River, mile
364.0, at Keokuk, Iowa to remain in the
closed-to-navigation position in order to
facilitate needed bridge maintenance
and repairs. The Keokuk Drawbridge
currently operates in accordance with
33 CFR 117.5, which states the general
requirement that drawbridges shall open
promptly and fully for the passage of
vessels when a request to open is given
in accordance with the subpart. This
deviation allows the bridge to remain in
the closed-to-navigation position from
12:01 a.m., January 30, 2011 until

9 a.m., February 28, 2011.

There are no alternate routes for
vessels transiting this section of the
Upper Mississippi River.

Winter conditions on the Upper
Mississippi River coupled with the
closure of U.S. Army Corps of
Engineer’s Lock 20, mile 343.2, Lock 21,
mile 324.9, and Lock 22, mile 301.2

from January 30, 2011 to February 28,
2011 will preclude any significant
navigation demands for the drawspan to
open.

The Keokuk Drawbridge, in the
closed-to-navigation position, provides
a vertical clearance of 25.0 feet above
normal pool. Navigation on the
waterway consists primarily of
commercial tows and recreational
watercraft. This temporary deviation has
been coordinated with waterway users.
No objections were received.

In accordance with 33 CFR 117.35(e),
the drawbridge must return to its regular
operating schedule immediately at the
end of the designated time period. This
deviation from the operating regulations
is authorized under 33 CFR 117.35.

Dated: January 24, 2011.
Eric A. Washburn,
Bridge Administrator.
[FR Doc. 2011-2688 Filed 2—7—11; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 9110-04-P

DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS
AFFAIRS

38 CFR Part 1
RIN 2900-AN88
Disclosure of Medical Information to

the Surrogate of a Patient Who Lacks
Decision-Making Capacity

AGENCY: Department of Veterans Affairs.
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This document amends
Department of Veterans Affairs (VA)
regulations to reflect changes made by
section 504 of the Caregivers and
Veterans Omnibus Health Services Act
of 2010. Section 504 authorizes a VA
practitioner, when the practitioner
deems it necessary to ensure an
informed medical decision, to share
certain, otherwise protected medical
information with the representative of a
patient who lacks decision-making
capacity. This rulemaking amends VA
regulations consistent with this new
authority.

DATES: Effective Date: February 8, 2011.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Stephania Griffin, Veterans Health
Administration Privacy Officer, Office
of Information (19F2), Veterans Health
Administration, Department of Veterans
Affairs, 810 Vermont Ave., NW.,
Washington, DC 20420, (704) 245-2492
(this is not a toll-free number).
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This
document amends VA’s regulations
consistent with section 504 of the
Caregivers and Veterans Omnibus


http://www.regulations.gov
mailto:Eric.Washburn@uscg.mil

Federal Register/Vol. 76, No. 26/ Tuesday, February 8, 2011/Rules and Regulations

6695

Health Service Act of 2010, Public Law
111-163. The revisions in this
rulemaking restate the new statutory
authority so that our regulations
accurately state that practitioners can
disclose certain protected information to
a patient’s representative under the
specified circumstances. Because the
revisions merely restate or interpret
statutory provisions, we have not
provided the public with the
opportunity to comment on these
changes.

Section 504 of Public Law 111-163
amended 38 U.S.C. 7332(b)(2), which
governs the confidentiality of certain
medical records. Generally, section 7332
bars VA from disclosing the content of
any record of the identity, diagnosis,
prognosis, or treatment of patient that is
maintained in connection with any VA
program or activity relating to drug
abuse, alcoholism or alcohol abuse,
infection with the human
immunodeficiency virus, or sickle cell
anemia, without first obtaining the
written consent of the patient. 38 U.S.C.
7332(a)(1), (b)(1). However, under
section 7332(b)(2), VA may disclose
such records “[w]hether or not [the]
patient * * * gives written consent”
under circumstances specified in
subparagraphs following subsection
(b)(2). In section 504, Congress added a
new subparagraph (b)(2)(F) to 38 U.S.C.
7332, which states that the records may
be disclosed without consent as follows:
“To a representative of a patient who
lacks decision-making capacity, when a
practitioner deems the content of the
given record necessary for that
representative to make an informed
decision regarding the patient’s
treatment.”

This rulemaking adds a new
regulation, which incorporates the
statutory amendment regarding
disclosures to patients’ representatives
(38 CFR 1.484), and amends an existing
VA regulation to clarify the meaning of
terms used in the new section (38 CFR
1.460).

First, we are amending § 1.460, the
regulation that contains definitions
applicable to 38 CFR 1.460 through
1.499, which concern the confidentiality
of information relating to drug abuse,
alcoholism or alcohol abuse, infection
with the human immunodeficiency
virus, or sickle cell anemia in VA
records and are applicable in
combination with other regulations
pertaining to the release of information
from VA records. We are adding
definitions of “decision-making
capacity,” “practitioner,” and “surrogate”
to 38 CFR 1.460. These terms appear
only in 38 CFR 1.484, the new section
implementing the new statutory

provision; however, we are including
them in the general definitions
regulation because we believe that, at
some point in the future, the definitions
may be applicable to other disclosure of
information regulations. We want to
make sure that the terms will be used
consistently throughout this body of
regulations. We are adding these
definitions for purposes of clarification
and interpretation only and intend no
substantive change regarding the
additional authority granted by
Congress in the amendment to section
7332.

In amended 38 CFR 1.460, “decision-
making capacity” and “practitioner” are
defined as “halving] the same meaning
set forth in 38 CFR 17.32(a).” This is
consistent with the plain language and
intent of 38 U.S.C. 7332(b)(2)(F). The
purpose of § 17.32(a) is to provide
definitions in the context of providing
informed consent. The amendment to
fnl;38 U.S.C. 7332 likewise is intended
to assist a patient’s representative in
making “an informed decision regarding
the patient’s treatment.” Moreover,

§ 17.32(a) specifically is authorized by
38 U.S.C. 7331-7334.

Under 38 U.S.C. 7332(b)(2)(F)(i), VA
is authorized to release the identified
medical information to a
“representative,” which is defined in
38 U.S.C. 7332 (b)(2)(F)(ii) as “an
individual, organization, or other body
authorized under [38 U.S.C. 7331] and
its implementing regulations to give
informed consent on behalf of a patient
who lacks decision-making capacity.”
As noted above, 38 CFR 17.32(a) is one
such “implementing regulation][ ].”
Therein, we define a “surrogate” as “an
individual, organization, or other body
authorized under [38 CFR 17.32] to give
informed consent on behalf of a patient
who lacks decision-making capacity.”
Because the existing definition of
“surrogate” is substantively identical to
the statutory definition of
“representative,” we interpret
“representative” as used by Congress in
section 7332(b)(2)(F)(ii) to mean
“surrogate.” This will promote clarity,
cohesiveness, and consistency in our
regulations.

We are adding 38 CFR 1.484 to state,
in a regulation, the new authority
provided by 38 U.S.C. 7332(b)(2)(F). The
language of the regulation is derived
directly, almost verbatim, from section
7332. This language is clear on its face
and easy for practitioners to apply.

We note that we are not revising 38
CFR 1.465(a), because a “court
appointed legal guardian” meets the
statutory definition of “surrogate” under
38 CFR 1.460 and 17.32(a). We also find
it unnecessary to revise 38 CFR 1.487

through 1.496 because these regulations
authorize disclosure based on authority
independent of 38 U.S.C. 7332(b)(2)(F).

Administrative Procedure Act

VA finds, in accordance with 5 U.S.C.
553(b)(A) of the Administrative
Procedure Act (APA), that this final rule
merely incorporates statutory provisions
or interprets those provisions.
Therefore, the provisions of the APA
regarding notice of proposed rulemaking
and opportunities for public
participation are not applicable.
Further, pursuant to section 553(d)(2),
this final rule is exempt from the APA’s
30-day delayed effective date
requirement.

Unfunded Mandates

The Unfunded Mandates Reform Act
of 1995 requires, at 2 U.S.C. 1532, that
agencies prepare an assessment of
anticipated costs and benefits before
issuing any rule that may result in an
expenditure by state, local, and tribal
governments, in the aggregate, or by the
private sector, of $100 million or more
(adjusted annually for inflation) in any
given year. This final rule will have no
such effect on state, local, and tribal
governments, or on the private sector.

Paperwork Reduction Act

This final rule does not contain any
collections of information under the
Paperwork Reduction Act (44 U.S.C.
3501-3520).

Executive Order 12866

Executive Order 12866 directs
agencies to assess all costs and benefits
of available regulatory alternatives and,
when regulation is necessary, to select
regulatory approaches that maximize
net benefits (including potential
economic, environmental, public health
and safety, and other advantages;
distributive impacts; and equity). The
Executive Order classifies a regulatory
action as a “significant regulatory
action,” requiring review by the Office
of Management and Budget (OMB)
unless OMB waives such review, if it is
a regulatory action that is likely to result
in a rule that may: (1) Have an annual
effect on the economy of $100 million
or more or adversely affect in a material
way the economy, a sector of the
economy, productivity, competition,
jobs, the environment, public health or
safety, or state, local, or tribal
governments or communities; (2) create
a serious inconsistency or otherwise
interfere with an action taken or
planned by another agency; (3)
materially alter the budgetary impact of
entitlements, grants, user fees, or loan
programs or the rights and obligations of
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recipients thereof; or (4) raise novel
legal or policy issues arising out of legal
mandates, the President’s priorities, or
the principles set forth in the Executive
Order.

The economic, interagency,
budgetary, legal, and policy
implications of this final rule have been
examined and it has been determined
not to be a significant regulatory action
under Executive Order 12866.

Regulatory Flexibility Act

The Secretary hereby certifies that
this final rule would not have a
significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities as
they are defined in the Regulatory
Flexibility Act, 5 U.S.C. 601-612. This
final rule affects only VA beneficiaries
and their VA clinicians. Therefore,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 605(b), this final
rule is exempt from the initial and final
regulatory flexibility analysis
requirements of 5 U.S.C. 603 and 604.
This final rule is also exempt from the
regulatory flexibility analysis
requirements of sections 603 and 604
because it was not preceded by a notice
of proposed rulemaking.

Signing Authority

The Secretary of Veterans Affairs, or
designee, approved this document and
authorized the undersigned to sign and
submit the document to the Office of the
Federal Register for publication
electronically as an official document of
the Department of Veterans Affairs. John
R. Gingrich, Chief of Staff, Department
of Veterans Affairs, approved this
document on February 2, 2011, for
publication.

List of Subjects in 38 CFR Part 1

Administrative practice and
procedure, Archives and records,
Cemeteries, Claims, Courts, Crime,
Flags, Freedom of Information,
Government contracts, Government
employees, Government property,
Infants and children, Inventions and
patents, Parking, Penalties, Privacy,
Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements, Seals and Insignia,
Security measures, Wages.

Dated: February 3, 2011.
Robert C. McFetridge,

Director, Regulations Policy and
Management, Department of Veterans Affairs.

For the reasons set forth in the
preamble, VA amends 38 CFR part 1 as
follows:

PART 1—GENERAL PROVISIONS

m 1. The authority citation for part 1
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 38 U.S.C. 501(a), and as noted
in specific sections.

m 2. Amend § 1.460 by adding, in
alphabetical order, the definitions of
“decision-making capacity,”
“practitioner,” and “surrogate,” and by
revising the authority citation at the end
of the section to read as follows:

§1.460 Definitions.

* * * * *

Decision-making capacity. The term
“decision-making capacity” has the
same meaning set forth in 38 CFR
17.32(a).

* * * * *

Practitioner. The term “practitioner”
has the same meaning set forth in 38
CFR 17.32(a).

* * * * *

Surrogate. The term “surrogate” has
the same meaning set forth in 38 CFR
17.32(a).

* * * * *

(Authority: 38 U.S.C. 7332, 7334)

m 3. Add § 1.484 after the undesignated
center heading “Disclosures Without
Patient Consent” preceding § 1.485, to
read as follows:

§1.484 Disclosure of medical information
to the surrogate of a patient who lacks
decision-making capacity.

A VA medical practitioner may
disclose the content of any record of the
identity, diagnosis, prognosis, or
treatment of a patient that is maintained
in connection with the performance of
any VA program or activity relating to
drug abuse, alcoholism or alcohol abuse,
infection with the human
immunodeficiency virus, or sickle cell
anemia to a surrogate of the patient who
is the subject of such record if:

(a) The patient lacks decision-making
capacity; and

(b) The practitioner deems the content
of the given record necessary for the
surrogate to make an informed decision
regarding the patient’s treatment.

(Authority: 38 U.S.C. 7331, 7332)
[FR Doc. 2011-2750 Filed 2-7-11; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 8320-01-P

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND
SPACE ADMINISTRATION

48 CFR Part 1816
RIN 2700-AD69
NASA Implementation of Federal

Acquisition Regulation (FAR) Award
Fee Language Revision

AGENCY: National Aeronautics and
Space Administration.

ACTION: Interim rule.

SUMMARY: This interim rule revises the
NASA FAR Supplement (NFS) to
implement the FAR Award Fee revision
issued in Federal Acquisition Circular
(FAC) 2005—46.
DATES: Effective Date: February 8, 2011.
Comment Date: Interested parties
should submit written comments to
NASA at the address below on or before
April 11, 2011 to be considered in the
formulation of the final rule.
ADDRESSES: Interested parties may
submit comments, identified by RIN
number 2700-AD69, via the Federal
eRulemaking Portal: http://
www.regulations.gov. Follow the
instructions for submitting comments.
Comments may also be submitted to Bill
Roets, NASA Headquarters, Office of
Procurement, Contract Management
Division, Washington, DC 20546.
Comments may also be submitted by
e-mail to william.roets-1@nasa.gov.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Bill
Roets, NASA, Office of Procurement,
Contract Management Division (Suite
5G86); (202) 358—-4483; e-mail:
william.roets-1@nasa.gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

A. Background

Federal Acquisition Circular (FAC)
2005-46 significantly revised FAR Parts
16.305, 16.401, and 16.405-2,
incorporating new requirements relative
to the use of award fee incentives.
Specifically, this FAR rule implements
section 814 of the John Warner 2007
National Defense Authorization Act
(NDAA) and section 867 of the Duncan
Hunter 2009 NDAA and requires
agencies to:

(1) Link award fees to acquisition
objectives in the areas of cost, schedule,
and technical performance;

(2) Clarify that the base fee may be
included in a cost plus award fee type
contract at the discretion of the
contracting officer;

(3) Prescribe narrative ratings when
making a percentage of award fee
available;

(4) Prohibit the issuance of award fees
for a rating period if the contractor’s
performance is judged to be below
satisfactory;

(5) Conduct an analysis and consider
the results of the analysis when
determining whether to use an award
fee type contract or not;

(6) Include specific content in the
award fee plans; and

(7) Prohibit the rolling over of
unearned award fees to subsequent
rating periods.

These significant revisions in FAR
award fee guidance resulted in the need
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to make associated changes to the NFS
award fee regulations.

This is not a significant regulatory
action and, therefore, was not subject to
review under Section 6(b) of Executive
Order 12866, Regulatory Planning and
Review, dated September 30, 1993.

This rule is not a major rule under 5
U.S.C. 804.

B. Regulatory Flexibility Act

NASA certifies that this interim rule
will not have a significant economic
impact on a substantial number of small
entities within the meaning of the
Regulatory Flexibility Act, at 5 U.S.C.
601, et seq., because it merely
implements the FAR Award Fee
revisions and does not impose an
economic impact beyond that addressed
in the FAC 2005—46 publication of the
FAR final rule.

Therefore, an Initial Regulatory
Flexibility Analysis has not been
performed. NASA will consider
comments from small entities
concerning the affected NFS Part 1816
in accordance with 5 U.S.C. 610.
Interested parties must submit such
comments separately and should cite 5
U.S.C. 601, et seq. in correspondence.

C. Paperwork Reduction Act

The Paperwork Reduction Act does
not apply because this interim rule does
not contain any information collection
requirements that require the approval
of the Office of Management and Budget
under 44 U.S.C. 3501, et seq.

D. Determination to Issue an Interim
Rule

In accordance with 41 U.S.C 418(d),
NASA has determined that urgent and
compelling reasons exist to promulgate
this interim rule without prior
opportunity for public comment. This
action is necessary to harmonize the
NFS Award Fee coverage with that in
the FAR which was effective per FAC
2005-46. However, pursuant to Public
Law 98-577 and FAR 1.501, NASA will
consider public comments received in
response to this interim rule in the
formation of the final rule.

List of Subjects in 48 CFR Part 1816
Government procurement.

William P. McNally,
Assistant Administrator for Procurement.

Accordingly, 48 CFR part 1816 is
amended as follows:

PART 1816—TYPES OF CONTRACTS

m 1. The authority citation for 48 CFR
part 1816 continues to read as follows:

Authority: 42 U.S.C. 2455(a), 2473(c)(1).

m 2. Section 1816.405—270 is revised to
read as follows:

1816.405-270 CPAF contracts.

(a) Use of an award fee incentive
requires advance approval by the
Assistant Administrator for
Procurement. Requests for approval,
that include Determination & Findings
(D&F) cited in paragraph (b) of this
section, shall be submitted to
Headquarters Office of Procurement,
Program Operations Division.

(b) Contracting officers shall prepare a
D&F in accordance with FAR 16.401(d)
prior to using an award fee incentive. In
addition to the items identified in FAR
16.401(e)(1), D&F's will include a
discussion of the other types of
contracts considered and shall indicate
why an award fee incentive is the
appropriate choice. Award fee
incentives should not be used on
contracts with a total estimated cost and
fee less than $2 million per year. Use of
award fee incentive for lower-valued
acquisitions may be authorized in
exceptional situations such as contract
requirements having direct health or
safety impacts, where the judgmental
assessment of the quality of contractor
performance is critical.

(c) Except as provided in paragraph
(d) of this section, an award fee
incentive may be used in conjunction
with other contract types for aspects of
performance that cannot be objectively
assessed. In such cases, the cost
incentive is based on objective formulas
inherent in the other contract types (e.g.,
FPI, CPIF), and the award fee provision
should not separately incentivize cost
performance.

(d) Award fee incentives shall not be
used with a cost-plus-fixed-fee (CPFF)
contract.

m 3. Section 1816.405—271 is revised to
read as follows:

1816.405-271 Base fee.

(a) A base fee shall not be used on
CPAF contracts for which the periodic
award fee evaluations are final
(1816.405—273(a)). In these
circumstances, contractor performance
during any award fee period is
independent of and has no effect on
subsequent performance periods or the
final results at contract completion. For
other contracts, such as those for
hardware or software development, the
procurement officer may authorize the
use of a base fee not to exceed 3 percent.
Base fee shall not be used when an
award fee incentive is used in
conjunction with another contract type
(e.g., CPIF/AF).

(b) When a base fee is authorized for
use in a CPAF contract, it shall be paid

only if the final award fee evaluation is
“satisfactory” or better. (See 1816.405—
273 and 1816.405-275) Pending final
evaluation, base fee may be paid during
the life of the contract at defined
intervals on a provisional basis. If the
final award fee evaluation is
“unsatisfactory”, all provisional base fee
payments shall be refunded to the
Government.

m 4. Section 1816.405-274 is revised to
read as follows:

1816.405-274 Award fee evaluation
factors.

(a) Explicit evaluation factors shall be
established for each award fee period.
Factors shall be linked to acquisition
objectives which shall be defined in
terms of contract cost, schedule, and
technical performance. If used,
subfactors should be limited to the
minimum necessary to ensure a
thorough evaluation and an effective
incentive.

(b) Evaluation factors will be
developed by the contracting officer
based upon the characteristics of an
individual procurement. Cost control,
schedule, and technical performance
considerations shall be included as
evaluation factors in all CPAF contracts,
as applicable. When explicit evaluation
factor weightings are used, cost control
shall be no less than 25 percent of the
total weighted evaluation factors. The
predominant consideration of the cost
control evaluation should be a
measurement of the contractor’s
performance against the negotiated
estimated cost of the contract. This
estimated cost may include the value of
undefinitized change orders when
appropriate.

(c)(1) The technical factor must
include consideration of risk
management (including mission
success, safety, security, health, export
control, and damage to the environment,
as appropriate) unless waived at a level
above the contracting officer, with the
concurrence of the project manager. The
rationale for any waiver shall be
documented in the contract file. When
safety, export control, or security are
considered under the technical factor,
the award fee plan shall allow the
following fee determinations, regardless
of contractor performance in other
evaluation factors, when there is a major
breach of safety or security.

(i) For evaluation of service contracts
under 1816.405-273(a), an overall fee
rating of unsatisfactory for any
evaluation period in which there is a
major breach of safety or security.

(i) For evaluation of end item
contracts under 1816.405-273(b), an
overall fee rating of unsatisfactory for
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any interim evaluation period in which
there is a major breach of safety or
security. To ensure that the final award
fee evaluation at contract completion
reflects any major breach of safety or
security, in an interim period, the
overall award fee pool shall be reduced
by the amount of the fee available for
the period in which the major breach
occurred if an unsatisfactory fee rating
was assigned because of a major breach
of safety or security.

(2) A major breach of safety must be
related directly to the work on the
contract. A major breach of safety is an
act or omission of the Contractor that
consists of an accident, incident, or
exposure resulting in a fatality or
mission failure; or in damage to
equipment or property equal to or
greater than $1 million; or in any
“willful” or “repeat” violation cited by
the Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (OSHA) or by a state
agency operating under an OSHA
approved plan.

(3) A major breach of security may
occur on or off Government
installations, but must be directly
related to the work on the contract. A
major breach of security is an act or
omission by the contractor that results
in compromise of classified information,
illegal technology transfer, workplace
violence resulting in criminal
conviction, sabotage, compromise or
denial of information technology
services, equipment or property damage
from vandalism greater than $250,000,
or theft greater than $250,000.

(4) The Assistant Administrator for
Procurement shall be notified prior to
the determination of an unsatisfactory
award fee rating because of a major
breach of safety or security.

(d) In rare circumstances, contract
costs may increase for reasons outside
the contractor’s control and for which
the contractor is not entitled to an
equitable adjustment. One example is a
weather-related launch delay on a
launch support contract. The
Government shall take such situations
into consideration when evaluating
contractor cost control.

(e) Emphasis on cost control should
be balanced against other performance
requirement objectives. The contractor
should not be incentivized to pursue
cost control to the point that overall
performance is significantly degraded.
For example, incentivizing an underrun
that results in direct negative impacts
on technical performance, safety, or
other critical contract objectives is both
undesirable and counterproductive.
Therefore, evaluation of cost control
shall conform to the following
guidelines:

(1) Normally, the contractor should be
given an unsatisfactory rating for cost
control when there is a significant
overrun within its control. However, the
contractor may receive a satisfactory or
higher rating for cost control if the
overrun is insignificant. Award fee
ratings should decrease sharply as the
size of the overrun increases. In any
evaluation of contractor overrun
performance, the Government shall
consider the reasons for the overrun and
assess the extent and effectiveness of the
contractor’s efforts to control or mitigate
the overrun.

(2) The contractor should normally be
rewarded for an underrun within its
control, up to the maximum award fee
rating allocated for cost control,
provided the adjectival rating for all
other award fee evaluation factors is
very good or higher (see FAR
16.401(e)(iv)).

(3) The contractor should be rewarded
for meeting the estimated cost of the
contract, but not to the maximum rating
allocated for cost control, to the degree
that the contractor has prudently
managed costs while meeting contract
requirements. No award shall be given
in this circumstance unless the average
adjectival rating for all other award fee
evaluation factors is satisfactory or
higher.

(f) When an AF arrangement is used
in conjunction with another contract
type, the award fee’s cost control factor
will only apply to a subjective
assessment of the contractor’s efforts to
control costs and not the actual cost
outcome incentivized under the basic
contract type (e.g. CPIF, FPIF).

(g)(1) The contractor’s performance
against the subcontracting plan
incorporated in the contract shall be
evaluated. Emphasis may be placed on
the contractor’s accomplishment of its
goals for subcontracting with small
business, HUBZone small business,
women-owned small business, veteran-
owned small business, and service-
disabled veteran-owned small business
concerns.

(2) The contractor’s performance
against the contract target for
participation as subcontractors by small
disadvantaged business concerns in the
NAICS Major Groups designated by the
Department of Commerce (see FAR
19.201(c)) shall also be evaluated if the
clause at FAR 52.219-26, Small
Disadvantaged Business Participation—
Incentive Subcontracting, is not
included in the contract (see FAR
19.1204(c)).

(3) The contractor’s achievements in
subcontracting high technology efforts
as well as the contractor’s performance

under the Mentor-Protégé Program, if
applicable, may also be evaluated.

(4) The evaluation weight given to the
contractor’s performance against the
considerations in paragraphs (g)(1)
through (g)(3) of this section should be
significant (up to 15 percent of available
award fee). The weight should motivate
the contractor to focus management
attention to subcontracting with small,
HUBZone, women-owned, veteran-
owned, and service-disabled veteran-
owned small business concerns, and
with small disadvantaged business
concerns in designated NAICS Major
Groups to the maximum extent
practicable, consistent with efficient
contract performance.

(h) When contract changes are
anticipated, the contractor’s
responsiveness to requests for change
proposals should be evaluated. This
evaluation should include the
contractor’s submission of timely,
complete proposals and cooperation in
negotiating the change.

(i) Only the award fee performance
evaluation factors set forth in the
performance evaluation plan shall be
used to determine award fee scores.

(j) The Government may unilaterally
modify the applicable award fee
performance evaluation factors and
performance evaluation areas prior to
the start of an evaluation period. The
contracting officer shall notify the
contractor in writing of any such
changes 30 days prior to the start of the
relevant evaluation period.

m 5. Section 1816.405-275 is revised to
read as follows:

1816.405-275 Award fee evaluation rating.

(a) All award fee contracts shall
utilize the adjectival rating categories
and associated descriptions as well as
the award fee pool available to be
earned percentages for each adjectival
rating category contained in FAR
16.401(e)(iv).

(b) The following numerical scoring
system shall be used in conjunction
with the FAR adjectival rating categories
and associated descriptions (see FAR
16.401(e)(iv)).

(1) Excellent (100-91)

(2) Very good (90-76)

(3) Good (75-51)

(4) Satisfactory (50)

(5) Unsatisfactory (less than 50) No
award fee shall be paid for an
unsatisfactory rating.

(c) As a benchmark for evaluation, in
order to be rated “Excellent” overall, the
contractor would typically be under
cost, on or ahead of schedule, and
providing outstanding technical
performance.
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(d) A weighted scoring system
appropriate for the circumstances of the
individual contract requirement should
be developed. In this system, each
evaluation factor (e.g., technical,
schedule, cost control) is assigned a
specific percentage weighting with the
cumulative weightings of all factors
totaling 100. During the award fee
evaluation, each factor is scored from 0—
100 according to the ratings defined in
1816.405-275(b). The numerical score
for each factor is then multiplied by the
weighting for that factor to determine
the weighted score. For example, if the
technical factor has a weighting of 60
percent and the numerical score for that
factor is 80, the weighted technical
score is 48 (80 x 60 percent). The
weighted scores for each evaluation
factor are then added to determine the
total award fee score.

[FR Doc. 2011-2772 Filed 2—-7-11; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7510-01-P

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration

50 CFR Part 216
[Docket No. 110121052-1045-02]
RIN 0648—-BA67

Taking and Importing Marine
Mammals: U.S. Navy Training in the
Hawaii Range Complex; U.S. Navy
Training in the Southern California
Range Complex; and U.S. Navy’s
Atlantic Fleet Active Sonar Training

AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS), National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA),
Commerce.

ACTION: Interim final rule; request for
comments and issuance of letters of
authorization.

SUMMARY: In January 2009, pursuant to
the Marine Mammal Protection Act
(MMPA), NMFS issued three 5-year
final regulations to govern the
unintentional taking of marine
mammals incidental to Navy training
and associated activities conducted in
the Hawaii Range Complex (HRC), the
Southern California Range Complex
(SOCAL Range Complex), and the
Atlantic Fleet Active Sonar Training
(AFAST) Study Area. These regulations,
which allow for the issuance of “Letters
of Authorization” (LOAs) for the
incidental take of marine mammals
during the specified activities and
described timeframes, prescribe the
permissible methods of taking and other

means of effecting the least practicable
adverse impact on marine mammal
species or stocks and their habitat, as
well as requirements pertaining to the
monitoring and reporting of such taking.

These rules quantify the specific
amounts of individual sound source use
that will occur over the course of the
5-year rules, and indicate that marine
mammal take may only be authorized in
an LOA incidental to the source types
and amounts described. Specifically, no
language was initially included
expressly allowing for deviation from
those precise levels of source use if the
total number of takes remain within the
analyzed and authorized limits. Since
the issuance of the 2009 rules, the Navy
realized that their evolving training
programs, which are linked to real
world events, necessitate greater
flexibility in the types and amounts of
sound sources that they use. In response
to this need, when the Navy requested
incidental take authorizations for other
areas (e.g., the Mariana Islands and the
Northwest Training Range Complexes),
NMFS included language explicitly
allowing for greater flexibility. NMFS
has, through this interim final rule,
amended the HRC, SOCAL Range
Complex, and AFAST regulations to
explicitly allow for greater flexibility in
the types and amount of sound sources
that they use.

NMEFS has issued new LOAs for each
of these actions, which supersede those
issued in January 2011, and which
authorize the Navy to take marine
mammals incidental to their planned
training in 2011, and reflect the greater
flexibility addressed in this amendment.
The take authorized in these LOAs does
not exceed that analyzed and allowed
by the original 2009 final rules.

DATES: Effective on February 7, 2011.
Comments and information must be
received no later than March 10, 2011.

ADDRESSES: You may submit comments,
identified by 0648—-BA67, by any one of
the following methods:

e Electronic Submissions: Submit all
electronic public comments via the
Federal eRulemaking Portal http://
www.regulations.gov.

¢ Hand delivery or mailing of paper,
disk, or CD-ROM comments should be
addressed to Michael Payne, Chief,
Permits, Conservation and Education
Division, Office of Protected Resources,
National Marine Fisheries Service, 1315
East-West Highway, Silver Spring, MD
20910-3225.

Instructions: All comments received
are a part of the public record and will
generally be posted to http://
www.regulations.gov without change.
All Personal Identifying Information (for

example, name, address, etc.)
voluntarily submitted by the commenter
may be publicly accessible. Do not
submit Confidential Business
Information or otherwise sensitive or
protected information.

NMFS will accept anonymous
comments (enter N/A in the required
fields if you wish to remain
anonymous). Attachments to electronic
comments will be accepted in Microsoft
Word, Excel, WordPerfect, or Adobe
PDF file formats only.

A copy of the Navy’s applications,
NMFS’ Records of Decision (RODs),
NMFS’ proposed and final rules and
subsequent LOAs, and other documents
cited herein may be obtained by writing
to Michael Payne, Chief, Permits,
Conservation and Education Division,
Office of Protected Resources, National
Marine Fisheries Service, 1315 East-
West Highway, Silver Spring, MD
20910-3225 or by telephone via the
contact listed here (see FOR FURTHER
INFORMATION CONTACT).

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Jolie
Harrison, Office of Protected Resources,
NMEFS, (301) 713-2289, ext. 166.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

Sections 101(a)(5)(A) and (D) of the
MMPA (16 U.S.C. 1361 et seq.) direct
the Secretary of Commerce (Secretary)
to allow, upon request, the incidental,
but not intentional taking of marine
mammals by U.S. citizens who engage
in a specified activity (other than
commercial fishing) during periods of
not more than five consecutive years
each if certain findings are made and
regulations are issued or, if the taking is
limited to harassment and of no more
than 1 year, to issue a notice of
proposed authorization for public
review.

Authorization shall be granted if
NMEFS finds that the taking will have a
negligible impact on the species or
stock(s), will not have an unmitigable
adverse impact on the availability of the
species or stock(s) for subsistence uses,
and if the permissible methods of taking
and requirements pertaining to the
mitigation, monitoring and reporting of
such taking are set forth.

NMEF'S has defined “negligible impact”
in 50 CFR 216.103 as:

An impact resulting from the specified
activity that cannot be reasonably expected
to, and is not reasonably likely to, adversely
affect the species or stock through effects on
annual rates of recruitment or survival.

The National Defense Authorization
Act (NDAA) (Pub. L. 108-136) removed

the “small numbers” and “specified
geographical region” limitations, and


http://www.regulations.gov
http://www.regulations.gov
http://www.regulations.gov
http://www.regulations.gov

6700

Federal Register/Vol. 76, No. 26/ Tuesday, February 8, 2011/Rules and Regulations

amended the definition of “harassment”
as it applies to a “military readiness
activity” to read as follows (section
3(18)(B) of the MMPA):

(i) Any act that injures or has the
significant potential to injure a marine
mammal or marine mammal stock in the wild
[Level A Harassment]; or (ii) any act that
disturbs or is likely to disturb a marine
mammal or marine mammal stock in the wild
by causing disruption of natural behavioral
patterns, including, but not limited to,
migration, surfacing, nursing, breeding,
feeding, or sheltering, to a point where such
behavioral patterns are abandoned or
significantly altered [Level B Harassment].

Summary of the Modification

On January 12, 2009, NMF'S issued
5-year regulations governing the taking
of marine mammals incidental to
training activities conducted in HRC (74
FR 1455). On January 21, 2009, NMFS
issued 5-year regulations governing the
taking of marine mammals incidental to
training, maintenance, and research,
development, testing and evaluation
(RDT&E) activities conducted in the
SOCAL Range Complex (74 FR 3881).
On January 27, 2009, NMFS issued 5-
year regulations governing the taking of
marine mammals incidental to training,
maintenance, and RDT&E activities
conducted in the AFAST Study Area (74
FR 4843).

The HRC, SOCAL Range Complex,
and AFAST regulations allow for the
issuance of LOAs that authorize the
incidental take of marine mammals
during the specified activities and
described timeframes, prescribe the
permissible methods of taking and other
means of effecting the least practicable
adverse impact on marine mammal
species or stocks and their habitat, as
well as requirements pertaining to the
monitoring and reporting of such taking.
These regulations were drafted in such
a way that the Navy’s specified
activities were strictly quantified by the
amounts of each type of sound source
utilized (e.g., hours, numbers of
sonobuoys or explosive exercises) over
the course of the 5-year regulations.

After the issuance of the 2009 rules,
the Navy realized that their evolving
training programs, which are linked to
real world events, necessitate greater
flexibility in both the types and
amounts of sound sources that they use.

Regarding the types of sources for
which incidental take is authorized, in
some cases the Navy’s HRC, SOCAL
Range Complex, and AFAST rules
identified the most representative or
highest power source to represent a
group of known similar sources.
Additionally, the Navy regularly
modifies or develops new technologies,

which often affect the way that sound
sources are similar to, but not exactly
the same as, existing sources. In this
modification to these three final rules,
we have increased the flexibility of the
Navy’s takings prescriptions by
inserting language that will explicitly
allow for authorization of take
incidental to the previously identified
specified sound sources or “similar
sources” (with similar characteristics
that do not change any of the underlying
analyses) and, in the case of HRC, by
adding one specific source type to the
authorization, provided that the
implementation of these changes in
annual LOAs does not result in
exceeding the incidental take analyzed
and identified in the final rules.

Regarding amounts of sound source
use, the three regulations only allow for
the authorization of take incidental to a
5-yr maximum amount of use for each
specific sound source, even though in
most cases our effects analyses do not
differentiate the impacts from the
majority of the different types of
sources. Specifically, although some
sonar sources are louder or generate
more acoustic energy in a given amount
of time, which results in more marine
mammal takes, we authorize total takes
but do not differentiate between the
individual takes that result from one
source versus another. In this
modification to these three final rules,
we increase flexibility by including
language that allows for inter-annual
variability in the amount of source use
identified in each annual LOA (i.e., one
year the Navy could use a lot of one
source, and little of another, and the
next year those amounts could be
reversed), provided it does not result in
exceeding the total level of incidental
take analyzed and identified in the final
rules, and the taking does not result in
more than a negligible impact on
affected species or stocks. Language of
this nature was included in final
regulations governing the authorization
of take incidental to the Navy’s training
activities in the Mariana Islands and
Northwest Training Range Complexes,
which were issued in 2010.

As indicated above, these regulatory
amendments do not change the analyses
of marine mammal impacts conducted
in the original final rules. This fact is
assured and illustrated through: (1) The
Navy’s annual submission of LOA
applications for each area, which
include take estimates specific to the
upcoming the year’s activities (i.e.,
sound source use); (2) their subsequent
annual submission of classified exercise
reports, which accurately report the
specific amount of use for each sound
source over the course of the previous

year; and (3) their annual submission of
monitoring reports, which describe
observed responses of marine mammals
to Navy sound sources collected via
visual, passive acoustic, or tagging
methods. Together, these submissions
allow NMFS to accurately predict and
track the Navy’s activities to ensure that
both NMFS’ annual LOAs, and the
impacts of the Navy’s activities on
marine mammals, remain within what is
analyzed and allowed by the HRC,
SOCAL, and AFAST 5-year regulations.

Classification

Pursuant to the procedures
established to implement section 6 of
Executive Order 12866, the Office of
Management and Budget has
determined that this final rule is not
significant.

Pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 553, there is good
cause to waive prior notice and an
opportunity for public comment on this
action, as notice and comment would be
impracticable and contrary to the public
interest. The 2009 AFAST, SOCAL, and
HRC Final Rules established a
framework whereby a total number of
marine mammals, by species, could be
taken incidental to certain military
readiness activities during the 5-year
period. These rules also enumerated
levels of activity for each individual
sound source, but did not include
language expressly authorizing
deviation from those precise levels if the
total number of takes remained within
authorized limits. Although the Navy
used the best available information and
professional judgment to estimate the
level of individual activities planned for
the ranges, evolving unforeseen real
world requirements, and the evolving
training and readiness tactics and
procedures needed to meet those
requirements, necessitate annual
flexibility to offset increases in some
activities from decreases in others. The
Navy requires the flexibility to increase
the number of hours of use for specific
sound sources, and these regulations
modify the AFAST, SOCAL, and HRC
Final Rules to insert language codifying
that flexibility.

The Navy has a compelling need to
continue military readiness and testing
activities with the specific sound
sources at issue without interruption. In
10 U.S.C. 5062, Congress mandated that
the Chief of Naval Operations (CNO)
man, organize, train, and equip all
Naval forces for combat. To accomplish
this, naval commands adhere to the
Fleet Response Training Plan (FRTP).
The FRTP is an arduous sequential
training cycle in which unit level
training (ULT) and certification is
followed by a series of major exercises
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that bring together various components
so they have the opportunity to train
and practice as an integrated whole
resulting in Major Combat Operation
certification. This certification includes
critically important anti-submarine
warfare that requires training on the use
and deployment of the described
systems. Interruption or reduction of the
Navy’s ability to utilize specific sound
sources during this period would
significantly disrupt vital sequential
training, certification, and testing
activities essential to our national
security and the safety of our armed
forces. Therefore, allowing a public
comment period for these rules is
impracticable and contrary to the
public’s interest.

Because the requested modifications
would not increase the total level of
takes authorized in the 2009 Final
Rules, the modifications would result in
no increased impact to protected
species.

For the same reasons, there is good
cause under 5 U.S.C. 553 to waive the
30-day delay in effectiveness.

Because prior notice and opportunity
for public comment are not required for
this rule by 5 U.S.C. 553, or any other
law, the analytical requirements of the
Regulatory Flexibility Act, 5 U.S.C. 601
et seq. are inapplicable.

List of Subjects in 50 CFR Part 216

Exports, Fish, Imports, Incidental
take, Indians, Labeling, Marine
mammals, Navy, Penalties, Reporting
and recordkeeping requirements,
Seafood, Sonar, Transportation.

Dated: January 31, 2011.
Eric C. Schwaab,
Assistant Administrator for Fisheries,
National Marine Fisheries Service.

For reasons set forth in the preamble,
50 CFR part 216 is amended as follows:

PART 216—REGULATIONS
GOVERNING THE TAKING AND
IMPORTING OF MARINE MAMMALS

m 1. The authority citation for part 216
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 16 U.S.C. 1361 et seq.

m 2.In § 216.170, paragraphs (c)
introductory text, (c)(1) introductory
text, and (c)(2) introductory text are
revised, and paragraphs (c)(1)(vii),
(c)(2)(ii)(H), and (d) are added to read as

follows:

§216.170 Specified activity and specified
geographical region.
* * * * *

(c) The taking of marine mammals by
the Navy is only authorized if it occurs
incidental to the following activities:

(1) The use of the following mid-
frequency active sonar (MFAS) and high
frequency active sonar (HFAS) sources,
or similar sources, for Navy training

activities (estimated amounts below):
* * * * *

(vii) AN/SSQ-125 (AEER sonar
sonobuoy)—4800 sonobuoys (total, of
IEER/EER and AEER combined) over the
course of 5 years (an average of 960 per
year)

(2) The detonation of the underwater
explosives indicated in paragraph
(c)(2)(i) of this section, or similar
explosives, conducted as part of the
training exercises indicated in
paragraph (c)(2)(ii) of this section:

(11) * x %

(H) EER/IEER—4800 sonobuoys (total,
of EER/IEER and AEER combined) over
the course of 5 years (an average of 960
sonobuoy deployments per year)

(d) The taking of marine mammals
may be authorized in an LOA for the
activities and sources listed in
§216.170(c) should the amounts (e.g.,
hours, dips, or number of exercises)
vary from those estimated in
§216.170(c), provided that the variation
does not result in exceeding the amount
of take indicated in § 216.172(c).

m 3.In §216.171, paragraph (a) is
revised to read as follows:

§216.171 Effective dates and definitions.

(a) Amended regulations are effective
February 4, 2011, through January 5,
2014.

* * * * *

m 4.In § 216.240, paragraph (c)
introductory text is revised, and
paragraph (d) is added to read as
follows:

§216.240 Specified activity and specified
geographical region
* * * * *

(c) The taking of marine mammals by
the Navy is only authorized if it occurs
incidental to the use of the following
mid-frequency active sonar (MFAS)
sources, high frequency active sonar
(HFAS) sources, explosive sonobuoys,
or similar sources, for Navy training,
maintenance, or research, development,
testing, and evaluation (RDT&E)

(estimated amounts below):
* * * * *

(d) The taking of marine mammals

may be authorized in an LOA for the
activities and sources listed in

§ 216.240(c) should the amounts (e.g.,
hours, dips, or number of exercises)
vary from those estimated in
§216.240(c), provided that the variation
does not result in exceeding the amount
of take indicated in § 216.242(c).

m 5.In § 216.241, paragraph (a) is
revised to read as follows:

§216.241

(a) Amended regulations are effective
February 4, 2011, through January 22,
2014.

* * * * *

Effective dates and definitions.

m 5.In § 216.270, paragraphs (c)
introductory text, (c)(1) introductory
text, and (c)(2) introductory text are
revised, and paragraph (d) is added to
read as follows:

§216.270 Specified activity and specified
geographical region.
* * * * *

(c) The taking of marine mammals by
the Navy is only authorized if it occurs
incidental to the following activities:

(1) The use of the following mid-
frequency active sonar (MFAS) and high
frequency active sonar (HFAS) sources,
or similar sources, for Navy training,
maintenance, or research, development,
testing, and evaluation (RDT&E)

(estimated amounts below):
* * * * *

(2) The detonation of the underwater
explosives indicated in paragraph
(c)(2)(i) of this section, or similar
explosives, conducted as part of the
training exercises indicated in
paragraph (c)(2)(ii) of this section:

* * * *

(d) The taking of marine mammals
may be authorized in an LOA for the
activities and sources listed in
§216.270(c) should the amounts (e.g.,
hours, dips, or number of exercises)
vary from those estimated in
§216.270(c), provided that the variation
does not result in exceeding the amount
of take indicated in § 216.272(c).

m 6.In §216.271, paragraph (a) is
revised to read as follows:

§216.271 Effective dates and definitions.

(a) Amended regulations are effective
February 4, 2011, through January 14,
2014.

* * * * *
[FR Doc. 2011-2640 Filed 2—7-11; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3510-22-P
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rules.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Animal and Plant Health Inspection
Service

9 CFR Parts 103, 112, and 114
[Docket No. APHIS—2008-0008]
RIN 0579-AD19

Viruses, Serums, Toxins, and
Analogous Products; Packaging and
Labeling

Correction

In proposed rule document 2011-648
beginning on page 2268 in the issue of
Thursday, January 13, 2011, make the
following correction:

On page 2269, in the third column, in
first full paragraph, 20 lines from the
bottom, “8 EC” should read “8 °C”.

[FR Doc. C1-2011-648 Filed 2-7-11; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 1505-01-D

FEDERAL HOUSING FINANCE
AGENCY

12 CFR Part 1228
RIN 2590-AA41

Private Transfer Fees

AGENCY: Federal Housing Finance
Agency.

ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking;
request for comment.

SUMMARY: This proposed rule would
restrict the regulated entities—the
Federal National Mortgage Association
(“Fannie Mae”), the Federal Home Loan
Mortgage Corporation (“Freddie Mac”)
(collectively, the “Enterprises”), and the
Federal Home Loan Banks (“Banks”)—
from dealing in mortgages on properties
encumbered by certain types of private
transfer fee covenants and in certain
related securities. Such covenants are
adverse to the liquidity and stability of
the housing finance market, and to
financial safety and soundness. This
proposed rule would except private
transfer fees paid to homeowner

associations, condominiums,
cooperatives, and certain tax-exempt
organizations that use the private
transfer fees to provide a direct benefit
to the owners of the encumbered real
property. With limited exceptions, the
rule would apply only prospectively to
private transfer fee covenants created on
or after the date of publication of the
proposed rule.

DATES: Written comments must be
received on or before April 11, 2011.
ADDRESSES: You may submit your
comments, identified by regulatory
identification number (RIN) 2590—
AA41, by any of the following methods:

e E-mail: Comments to Alfred M.
Pollard, General Counsel, may be sent
by e-mail to RegComments@fhfa.gov.
Please include “RIN 2590-AA41” in the
subject line of the message.

o Federal eRulemaking Portal: http://
www.regulations.gov. Follow the
instructions for submitting comments. If
you submit your comment to the
Federal eRulemaking Portal, please also
send it by e-mail to FHFA at
RegComments@fhfa.gov to ensure
timely receipt by FHFA. Please include
“RIN 2590—AA41” in the subject line of
the message.

e U.S. Mail, United Parcel Service,
Federal Express, or Other Mail Service:
The mailing address for comments is:
Alfred M. Pollard, General Counsel,
Attention: Comments/RIN 2590-AA41,
Federal Housing Finance Agency, 1700
G Street, NW., Washington, DC 20552.

¢ Hand Delivered/Courier: The hand
delivery address is: Alfred M. Pollard,
General Counsel, Attention: Comments/
RIN 2590-AA41, Federal Housing
Finance Agency, 1700 G Street, NW.,
Washington, DC 20552. The package
should be logged at the Guard’s Desk,
First Floor, on business days between 9
a.m. to 5 p.m.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For
issues regarding this proposed rule,
contact Christopher T. Curtis, Senior
Deputy General Counsel, (202) 414—
8947, christopher.curtis@fhfa.gov; David
Pearl, Executive Advisor, Office of the
Deputy Director for Enterprise
Regulation, (202—414-3821),
david.pearl@fhfa.gov; Christina
Muradian, Senior Financial Analyst,
Office of Examinations Policy and
Strategic Planning, (202—408-2584),
christina.muradian@fhfa.gov; or Prasant
Sar, Policy Analyst, Office of Policy
Analysis & Research, (202-343-1327),

prasant.sar@fhfa.gov. (None of these
telephone numbers is a toll-free
number); Federal Housing Finance
Agency, 1700 G Street, NW.,
Washington, DC 20552. The telephone
number for the Telecommunications
Device for the Deaf is (800) 877—-8339.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

I. Comments

FHFA invites comment on all aspects
of the proposed rule and will take all
comments into consideration before
issuing a final rule. Copies of all
comments will be posted without
change, including any personal
information you provide, such as your
name and address, on the FHFA Internet
Web site at http://www.fhfa.gov. In
addition, copies of all comments
received will be available for
examination by the public on business
days between the hours of 10 a.m. and
3 p.m. at the Federal Housing Finance
Agency, 1700 G Street, NW.,
Washington, DC 20552. To make an
appointment to inspect comments,
please call the Office of General Counsel
at (202) 414-6924.

II. Background

Establishment of FHFA

FHFA is an independent agency of the
Federal government and was established
by the Housing and Economic Recovery
Act of 2008 (“HERA?”), Public Law 110—
289, 122 Stat. 2654, to regulate and
oversee the regulated entities.! HERA
amended the Federal Housing
Enterprises Financial Safety and
Soundness Act of 1992 (12 U.S.C. 4501
et seq.) (“Safety and Soundness Act”)
and the Federal Home Loan Bank Act
(12 U.S.C. 1421 through 1449) (“Bank
Act”) to enhance the authorities and
responsibilities of the new agency.
FHFA'’s regulatory mission is to ensure,
among other things, that each of the
regulated entities “operates in a safe and
sound manner” and that their
“operations and activities * * * foster
liquid, efficient, competitive, and
resilient national housing finance
markets.” (12 U.S.C. 4513(a)(1)(B))

III. Discussion of the Federal Housing
Finance Agency’s Proposed Guidance

FHFA issued a proposed guidance on
private transfer fees for comment on

1 See Division A, titled the “Federal Housing
Finance Regulatory Reform Act of 2008,” Title I,
section 1101 of HERA.
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August 16, 2010 (75 FR 49932) and
requested public comments during a 60-
day public comment period that ended
on October 15, 2010. FHFA received
several thousand comments on the
proposed guidance and has decided to
address the subject by regulation rather
than through guidance.

FHFA'’s proposed guidance stated that
the Enterprises should not purchase or
invest in mortgages on properties
encumbered by private transfer fee
covenants or securities backed by such
mortgages, as such investments would
be unsafe and unsound and contrary to
the public missions of the Enterprises
and the Banks. Likewise, the proposed
guidance stated that the Banks should
not purchase or invest in such
mortgages or securities or hold them as
collateral for advances.

As described in the guidance, private
transfer fee covenants may be attached
to real property by the owner or another
private party—frequently, the property
developer—and provide for a transfer
fee to be paid to an identified third
party—such as the developer or its
trustee—upon each resale of the
property. The fee typically is stated as
a fixed amount or as a percentage, such
as one percent of the property’s sales
price, and often exists for a period of
ninety-nine (99) years.

The proposed guidance noted that a
number of States have either enacted, or
are in the process of enacting,
legislation to regulate private transfer
fee covenants. In California, private
transfer fee covenants are permitted,
provided that they are properly
recorded and contain certain
disclosures.2 Other States, such as
Minnesota,3 Delaware,* North Carolina®
and Hawaii,® prohibit private transfer
fee covenants that require payment to
private third parties (e.g., for-profit
companies), but permit these covenants
when the fees are paid to homeowners’
associations, condominiums,
cooperatives, and similar organizations
that use the fees to directly benefit the
properties encumbered by the
covenants.

Legislation was introduced in the
111th U.S. Congress—H.R. 6260,
“Homeowner Equity Protection Act of
2010” and H.R. 6332, “Homebuyer
Enhanced Fee Disclosure Act of 2010”—
to address the issue of private transfer
fee covenants.

H.R. 6260 would have banned private
transfer fees, with exceptions such as

2(Cal. Civ. Code §§1098 and 1098.5 (2010).
3Minn. Stat. §§513.73 to 513.76 (2010).
4Del. Code Ann. Tit. 25, §319 (2010).

5N.C. Gen. Stat. §§ 39A—1 to 39A-3 (2010).
6H.B. 2288, 25th Leg., 1st Sess. (Haw. 2010).

those payable to homeowners’
associations. H.R. 6332 would have
permitted them, subject to notice and
recordation requirements.

In response to questions at
congressional hearings, FHFA expressed
concerns that private transfer fees may
be used to fund purely private
continuous streams of income for select
market participants either directly or
through securitized investment vehicles,
and may not benefit homeowners or the
properties involved.

FHFA also expressed concerns about
the adequacy of disclosure of these
private transfer fee covenants which, in
turn, may impede the transferability of
property and affect its overall
marketability. This can impact the
valuation and marketability of the
encumbered property. Consumers may
also be unaware that a fee applies even
if the resale price of their home drops
below the original purchase price.

IV. Public Comments on the Proposed
Guidance

A. Overview of Public Comments

FHFA received over 4,210 comment
letters from a broad spectrum of
individuals and organizations,
including the Community Associations
Institute; American Land Title
Association (“ALTA”); National
Association of Realtors; Freehold
Capital; American College of Real Estate
Lawyers; Institute of Real Estate
Management; Coalition to Stop Wall
Street Home Resale Fees; Sierra Club;
numerous State and regional real estate
agent associations; real estate
companies; numerous homeowners’,
cooperative, and condominium
associations, and individuals living
within such associations; community
associations and other nonprofit
organizations; conservation funds and
land trusts and foundations; housing
and conservation boards; State housing
and community development agencies;
State natural resources agencies;
developers; builders; appraisers;
accountants; title companies; several
Banks; members of the U.S. House of
Representatives; State Governors; law
firms (writing on their own behalf and
on behalf of their clients); and other
individuals and organizations who
wrote to express a wide range of views
on private transfer fee covenants.

Comments generally fell into five
categories: (1) Commenters advocating a
complete ban on private transfer fees;
(2) commenters advocating for private
transfer fees for condominiums,
cooperatives, and homeowners
associations; (3) commenters advocating
for private transfer fees for section

501(c)(3) or (c)(4) nonprofit associations
that provide activities that directly
benefit the encumbered property; (4)
commenters advocating for private
transfer fees for general welfare
purposes, even if they do not directly
benefit the encumbered property; and
(5) commenters who supported the
payment of such fees to for-profit
entities and also supported the
securitization and sale of transfer-fee
income streams to investors.

B. Discussion of Public Comments

1. Private Transfer Fees Are Adverse to
the Market and Homeowners

Commenters supporting a complete
ban on private transfer fee covenants
included many local real estate agent
associations and private citizens. The
real estate agent associations generally
argued that the fees increase the cost of
homeownership, generating revenue for
developers or investors while providing
no benefits to homebuyers over time.

Further, these commenters stated that
there are few binding requirements for
fee disclosures to homebuyers and to
homeowners and that disclosure of fees
at the time of closing adds undesirable
complexity to real estate transactions.
The commenters argued that the fees do
not correlate with any tangible benefit
received by the homebuyer and place an
inappropriate burden on the transfer of
property.

Several individuals submitted
comment letters indicating private
transfer fees were a “scam” against
homeowners, robbing them of their
equity. Many asserted that the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban
Development’s (“HUD’s”) General
Counsel had opined that private transfer
fees violate HUD’s regulations that
prohibit legal restrictions on
conveyance and require lenders to
convey clear and marketable title.”

The American Land Title Association
(ALTA) raised concerns about private
transfer fees, commenting that there is
little uniform regulation over their use,
with some States prohibiting their use,
while others allow such fees with
adequate notice and disclosure. ALTA
also noted that courts and State
legislatures generally do not favor
restrictions on the ability of owners to

7 See Letter from Margaret E. Burns, Director,
Office of Single Family Program Development, to
Vicki Cox Golder, President, National Association
of Realtors, April 14, 2010: “HUD agrees that this
fee unnecessarily increases the cost of
homeownership, and in most cases the homebuyer
is unaware of its existence. Our General Counsel
has confirmed that private transfer fees would
clearly violate HUD’s regulations at 24 CFR 203.41,
which prohibit ‘legal restrictions on conveyance,’
defined to include limits on the amount of sales
proceeds retainable by the seller.”
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sell real property. The association stated
that private transfer fees could be
viewed by courts and State legislatures
as impairing the marketability and
transferability of real property, and as
an unreasonable restraint on alienation
of property—regardless of the duration
of the covenants or the amount of the
transfer fees.

2. Private Transfer Fees for
Homeowners’ Associations,
Condominiums, Cooperatives and
Similar Associations Should Be
Permitted

Many homeowners’ associations,
condominiums, and cooperatives with
properties subject to private transfer fee
covenants commented that the final
guidance should be crafted to allow
private transfer fees to these
associations.

These commenters maintained that
private transfer fees fund the capital
reserves of their buildings or
communities and help to fund critical
and necessary capital improvements,
upgrades and major repairs. They noted
that these improvements increase
property values, result in lower regular
association dues and create more
desirable communities. The commenters
asserted that restrictions on these
private transfer fees would affect the
overall affordability of units by causing
owners to raise building reserves
through special assessments, through
higher monthly fees or by a reduction in
services, or by a combination of the
alternatives.

Several of the Federal Home Loan
Banks commenting agreed that private
transfer fee covenants can serve a
beneficial purpose when those fees are
used for capital improvements and
repairs. Several of these commenters
stated that buildings that have
incorporated a private transfer fee will
benefit significantly over those that rely
on maintenance from tenant
shareholders or rental from commercial
units. They also asserted that private
transfer fees provide a stable reserve
fund by insulating owners from large
and immediate costs associated with
longer term repair projects.

Other commenters argued that
homeowner association private transfer
fees are fully disclosed and are at most
two or three months of dues or a flat fee
from as low as $500.

3. Private Transfer Fees for Section
501(c)(3) and (c)(4) Nonprofits Should
Be Permitted

Many commenters proposed that
FHFA except from the final guidance
transfer fees paid to nonprofit
corporations with tax-exempt status

under Internal Revenue Code (“Code”)
sections 501(c)(3), 501(c)(4) or 528
where the fees are targeted to social
welfare purposes, environmental
purposes, civic betterment and social
improvements or to “sustain the real
estate infrastructure.” 8 These
commenters asserted that certain not-
for-profit organizations play important
roles by supporting the creation and
maintenance of community
enhancements such as open space,
environmental conservation and
preservation, affordable housing and
transit improvements. Several
individuals, associations and nonprofit
organizations described their own
experiences with private transfer fees
and how these fees have provided them
with both direct and indirect benefits by
improving their communities and their
quality-of-life.

For example, one nonprofit
organization stated that the private
transfer fees it collects are disclosed on
the good-faith estimate and argued that
the fees support “land preservation,
agriculture, energy efficiency, green
building, walkability, high density
building, arts and culture, and
community living” for the residents of
the community with which the
organization is associated.

A number of commenters urged FHFA
to except from the final guidance
government agencies and other
government entities that partner with
nonprofits and collect private transfer
fees to grow and maintain the affordable
housing stock. Other commenters not
only shared these views, but also
supported the use of private transfer
fees in city and State redevelopment
efforts, arguing that these efforts were
adversely affected by the economic
downturn and the resulting reductions
in Federal, State and municipal funding.

Some commenters argued that private
transfer fees should be allowed for
501(c)(3) nonprofits that collect the fees
and then acquire open-space land in the
immediate area of a project. Other
commenters extended this argument to
environmental mitigation, the
preservation of sustainable building
programs, the protection of wildlife
habitats, and the funding for workforce
housing programs. These commenters
uniformly argued that private transfer

8 Section 501(c)(3) of the Code provides tax
exemption for charitable organizations. Section
501(c)(4) of the Code provides tax exemption for
civic leagues, social welfare organizations, and
homeowners’ associations, among others. Section
528 of the Code provides tax exemption for certain
homeowner associations.

fees in this context were a community
benefit.9

Some commenters supported uses for
private transfer fees that fund
community organizations such as
cultural centers or parks and
community centers. These commenters
argued that private transfer fee
arrangements are sometimes created
when developers build community
centers and then transfer ownership of
the center to a 501(c)(3) organization
that uses the private transfer fees to
fund its mission by providing and
maintaining community services to the
homeowner and community. They
maintained that these practices make
the homeowner’s home more valuable
because of the services.

4. All Private Transfer Fees, Including
the Securitization of the Transfer Fees,
Should Be Permitted

A number of commenters, including
some developers and builders, opposed
FHFA'’s proposed guidance on private
transfer fee covenants. These
commenters contended that private
transfer fees confer the same benefits,
and raise the same objections, whether
viewed in the context of homeowner
associations, apartment cooperatives,
nonprofit entities or private for-profit
groups.

In addition, these commenters
advocated for private transfer fees
benefitting developers and related
parties. One promoter referred to this
type of private transfer fee as “capital
recovery fees,” implying that the fees
recover part of the developer’s
investment in a given project—an
amount in addition to the sales price of
the houses in the development.

Proponents of developer transfer fees
argued that they lower the cost of
construction and development. Under
this model, a security would be created,
backed by the future stream of transfer-
fee payments by future buyers of a
house. The value of the security, which
would only be realized by the developer
at the time of its original investment if
the security were sold, is argued to
offset up-front infrastructure costs,
which would otherwise be captured in
initial house sale prices.

In this manner, proponents claim
private transfer fees spread development
costs over all those who benefit; that is,
for the next 99 years, subsequent
purchasers of the developers’ homes

9 Several commenters said that private transfer
fees improve the lifestyle of residents, and the
surrounding community, by funding yard sales,
potluck dinners, concerts, baseball games located at
a stadium five miles away from the development
and by promoting land conservation and wildlife
habitats.
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would absorb these costs by paying
transfer fees to the developer or any
other holder of the related security. On
the premise that the present value of the
transfer-fee revenue stream supplements
the sale price of the developer’s new
houses, proponents claim that private
transfer fees can reduce the developer’s
negative equity in some developments
which have suffered declines in value,
thereby assisting in restarting failed
development projects and creating jobs.

In response to FHFA’s expressed
concerns about lack of transparency of
private transfer fee covenants, transfer-
fee advocates indicate that they support
State legislative and regulatory efforts,
and private initiatives, to ensure
disclosure that is meaningful to future
home buyers.

5. Level of Fees

In the proposed guidance, FHFA
expressed concern that the typical
private transfer fee of one percent was
neither minimal nor reasonable, and
that the fees were likely not related to
the value rendered by the property
owner or community. Further, there is
an issue of whether the fees are limited
to one percent or may be raised by
individual developers or securitization
firms. In response to this concern, FHFA
received a few comments stating that
the marketplace does not consider the
proportion of the fee relative to the
purpose for which it is collected and,
therefore, FHFA should not consider the
level of the fee. Some commenters also
argued that asking the regulated entities
to ensure fees were proportional with
rendered value would increase costs,
including accounting and legal costs.

6. Compliance

Each of the nine Banks that submitted
comment letters expressed concern
about their ability to comply with the
final guidance, which would ask them
to ensure that mortgage loans on
properties with private transfer fees, and
securities backed by such mortgage
loans, are not purchased or accepted as
collateral. The Banks expressed
concerns about their ability to access
underlying loan documentation,
especially in cases in which they take a
blanket lien on member assets, and
about the availability of information on
the presence of private transfer fee
covenants.

Some of the Banks suggested that they
could inform their members that such
loans may not be pledged as collateral,
require enhanced member certifications,
and conduct reasonable assessments of
loans during on-site reviews.

7. Prospective Application

Several commenters raised concerns
about retroactively applying the final
guidance to previously originated loans
because, they argued, attempts to
discover the presence of private transfer
fee covenants would pose significant
operational challenges. These
commenters argued that compliance
under most circumstances would be, at
best, difficult and, at worst, impossible,
because of the added operational
complexity it would require on real
estate title searches.

Some commenters objected that a
retroactive application of the final
guidance would effectively render
current loans with private transfer fees
unmarketable, which would affect both
current owners and prospective
homebuyers. These commenters argued
that retroactivity of the final guidance
would impose economic hardship to
consumers who should not be subject to
rules of which they were unaware at the
time of their original purchase.

Similarly, another commenter argued
that the final guidance would effectively
prohibit sellers from selling their
homes, because lending institutions
would not finance such purchases for
fear these loans would be ineligible for
secondary market execution.

Other commenters recommended that
the final guidance be applied
prospectively, with an effective date of
120 days from the date of issuance.
They argued that market participants
would require some time to make any
necessary operational changes. One
Bank requested that members be
allowed to pledge loans as collateral if
those loans were already acquired by its
members prior to the issuance of the
final guidance. Another Bank proposed
that member institutions be allowed to
provide an indemnification to the Bank
for a breach, thus avoiding a put-back of
the asset.

Another Bank commented that, since
the Enterprises could be expected to
comply with the final guidance
prospectively, Enterprise mortgage-
backed securities (“MBS”) should be
exempt from any investment or
collateral prohibitions contained in the
final guidance.

C. FHFA Response to Public Comments
in the Proposed Rule

After reviewing comments on the
proposed guidance, FHFA has decided
to publish a proposed rule for comment,
with a number of changes to the
substance of the former proposed
guidance. While FHFA’s proposed
guidance advised the Enterprises and
the Banks not to purchase, or accept as

collateral for advances mortgages on
property subject to any private transfer
fee covenants, FHFA has determined to
propose a rule with a narrower focus.
FHFA’s responses to the comments it
received, and the changes included in
this proposed rule, are described below.
In summary, the principal differences
between the proposed guidance and the
proposed rule are:

e FHFA proposes to except from the
rule private transfer fees that are paid to
homeowners’ associations and similar
associations, and to tax-exempt non-
profit organizations, where the fees are
used for the direct benefit of the
encumbered properties.

e FHFA proposes to make the rule
prospective in effect, so that it applies
to private transfer fee covenants created
after the publication date of this
proposed rule.

e FHFA allows an implementation
period of 120 days for the regulated
entities. The regulated entities may use
reasonable means to achieve compliance
with this rule.

1. Definitions

FHFA is including a number of
definitions in the proposed rule to
clarify terms, and to identify the scope
of the proposed rule’s coverage. These
definitions include, among others:
“adjacent or contiguous property”;
“covered association”; “direct benefit”;
and “private transfer fee covenant.”
FHFA requests comment on the content
of these definitions, because of the role
they play in establishing the scope of
the rule’s restrictions. For example, the
rule would permit the regulated entities
to do business in encumbered mortgages
when the private transfer fees are paid
to a “covered association” and provide
a “direct benefit” to the encumbered
properties; definitions, therefore, are of
significance to market participants. In
sum, “covered associations” are defined
as homeowners’ and similar
associations, and tax-exempt non-profit
organizations; “direct benefit” is
generally defined to include
maintenance, improvements, and
amenities benefiting the encumbered
properties or adjacent properties.

2. Private Transfer Fees Generally

In considering the scope of this
proposed rule, FHFA took into account
the many public comments received on
the August 16, 2010 proposed guidance.
One set of commenters stated:
“Consumers are essentially forced to pay
for the right to sell their property.” If the
fee is not paid, it results in a lien on the
property impairing its marketability.
This implicates the public policy
against restraints on alienation as well
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as the mission of government-sponsored
enterprises to foster “liquid, efficient,
competitive, and resilient national
housing markets.” 10

Because it is difficult to value the
burden of a private transfer fee, it is also
difficult to value the property that it
encumbers and hence the value of that
property as collateral for the mortgage
loans that the Banks accept as collateral,
and that the regulated entities buy, or
that back the mortgage-backed securities
that the Enterprises guarantee. This is a
safety and soundness concern, and is a
substantial motivation for FHFA to take
action in the form of this rulemaking. In
FHFA’s view, the purposes for which
private transfer fees are imposed are
unrelated to the transfer of the property.
The transfer is simply an opportunity
for the beneficiary of the fee to collect
it, imposing a “toll gate” that must be
passed before the transfer may occur.
While the purposes asserted for these
fees—construction of community
improvements, upkeep of community
amenities, etc.—are more logically built
into the purchase price of the house (in
the case of initial construction) or
regularly recurring fees (in the case of
upkeep) and using the property transfer
as the vehicle for collecting the fee may
constitute a restraint on alienation,
nevertheless, FHFA believes that certain
fees may benefit properties. Fees
enhancing the value of collateral
backing loans would not be inconsistent
with safety and soundness goals.

3. Transfer Fees Paid to Homeowners’
Associations and Similar Organizations

FHFA proposes to exclude
homeowners’ and other similar
organizations from the proposed rule in
certain instances. First, FHFA
acknowledges comments received on
the proposed guidance from homeowner
associations and their members, as well
as from residents of New York co-
operatives who feared that the “flip
taxes” on their stock interests—
analogous to transfer fees on typical
real-estate transactions—would be
adversely affected. These comments,
mostly favorable though not
unanimously so, and the longstanding
existence and ubiquity of the transfer
fees described, suggest that these fees
are expected by and are familiar to
many homeowner association members
and are well understood in banking and
mortgage markets.

Private transfer fees assessed by
homeowners’ and other covered
organizations may be viewed as a means
by which members of the organizations

10 Safety and Soundness Act section
1313(a)(1)(B)(ii).

avoid paying the costs of their amenities
out of current income, instead paying
those costs out of the equity in their
houses when they sell. While owners
will then have less sales proceeds with
which to buy their next house or to use
for other purposes, this has been an
accepted means of paying for the
maintenance, infrastructure and
amenities at these associations.

Further, transfer fees paid to
associations contribute to the value of
the burdened property through the
amenities and maintenance that they
fund, and hence do not pose the same
valuation risk as do fees that fund other
activities that do not provide a direct
benefit to the burdened property.

Also FHFA is excepting from the
proposed rule private transfer fees that
are paid to nonprofit organizations that
are tax-exempt under section 501(c)(3)
or (c)(4) of the Code and provide direct
benefits to the encumbered property.
Private transfer fees paid to such
nonprofits are comparable to those paid
to a homeowners’ association and
should be similarly excepted from the
proposed rule.

Accordingly, FHFA is excepting from
the restrictions of the proposed rule
private transfer fees paid to
homeowners’, condominium,
cooperative and similar associations,
and to certain tax-exempt organizations
under section 501(c)(3) or (c)(4).

4. Private Transfer Fees Paid to Non-
profit Organizations That Do Not
Provide a Direct Benefit to the
Encumbered Property

Some commenters described
payments to non-profit organizations
whose relation to the burdened
properties was difficult to characterize,
e.g., to grow and maintain the affordable
housing stock, to support city and State
redevelopment efforts or for
environmental preservation.

These private transfer fees do not
appear to provide exclusive support of
cultural, educational, recreational,
maintenance or environmental activities
providing a “direct benefit” for the
encumbered real property. Although the
activities themselves may be
meritorious, it appears that these private
transfer fees provide a benefit to the
general community rather than
specifically to the community that is
burdened by the private transfer fee
covenants, and hence are not dedicated
to enhancing the value of the residential
housing collateral that is central to the
underwriting of mortgage loans
purchased and accepted by the
regulated entities. Because these fees
pose the valuation and other issues
related to private transfer fees, without

providing benefits that are directly
focused on the burdened properties,
FHFA declines to except them from the
restrictions of the proposed rule.

Traditional real-estate law requires
that, to be binding, a covenant running
with the land must benefit the land that
it burdens. Whether these more general
charitable uses meet that test is an open
question, which casts doubt on the
validity of the covenants and hence
creates a possible source of challenge in
sales transactions. This is only one
reason FHFA regards such private
transfer fees, as well as those paid to
developers and to unrelated parties,
discussed below, as creating a safety
and soundness risk for FHFA-regulated
entities.1?

5. Developers, Builders, and Related
Parties

Private transfer fees paid to
developers or other third parties also
would be subject to the restrictions
described in this proposed rule. Though
asserted to be collected for the purpose
of funding infrastructure investments,
there is no assurance that they actually
are. They are simply another source of
return to the developer: a way for a
developer to extract additional value
from its real estate portfolio. There is no
relationship between the transfer fee
and the actual costs of the developer.

Proponents of private transfer fees
payable to developers and their related
parties commented that the fees would
enable developers to proceed with
developments that would otherwise be
uneconomical. No evidence has been
presented that this would be the case.
The argument appears to depend on the
proposition that the future income
stream from the fee covenants could be
securitized and the securities sold to
realize immediate revenue for the
developer. To FHFA’s knowledge, no
such securities have ever been issued,
so FHFA regards the argument as
speculative.

Further, the argument appears to be
based on the assumption that the sales

11 Several States have passed laws to restrict the
use of private transfer fees, often permitting the use
of such fees only where they are used for the benefit
of the encumbered property. See Ariz. Rev. Stat.

§ 33—442 (Arizona); Cal. Civ. Code §1098.5
(California); Del. Code tit. 25, § 319 (Delaware); Fla.
Stat. Ann. §689.28 (Florida); Haw. Rev. Stat.
§501(Hawaii); 765 I.L.C.S. 155/10 (Illinois); Iowa
Code §558.48 (Iowa); Kan. Stat. Ann. § 58—-3822
(Kansas); La. Rev. Stat. Ann. §9:3131 to 3136
(Louisiana)); Md. Code, Real Prop. Law § 10-708
(Maryland); Minn. Stat. § 513.73 (Minnesota); Gen.
Laws Miss. 2010 Ch. 348 (Mississippi); Mo. Rev.
Stat. §442.558 (Missouri); N.J. Stat. Ann. 46:3—-28 to
46:3-33 (New Jersey); N.C. Gen. Stat. § 39A (North
Carolina); Ohio Rev. Code Ann. §5301.057 (Ohio);
2009 Oregon Laws Ch. 298 (Oregon), Texas Prop.
Code Ann. §5.017(b) (Texas); Utah Code §57—1—46
(Utah).
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prices of the encumbered properties,
when sold by the developer, would be
discounted by less than the value of the
transfer-fee-backed securities that would
be sold. No evidence has been presented
that this would be the case. There has
been no demonstration of how
purchasers should calculate the
discount from the purchase price that
would be necessary to offset the effect
of the covenant, or that if the purchasers
did make such a calculation accurately
that there would be any remaining
benefit to the developer from this
scheme.

FHFA invites comment on these
issues.

6. Compliance

FHFA found persuasive the Banks’
comments regarding the challenges in
identifying mortgages on properties
with private transfer fee covenants and
securities backed by such mortgage
loans. The issues of inconsistent
disclosure, and access to loan files for
individual loans covered by a blanket
lien or for loans underlying securities,
have merit.

Acceptable compliance with the final
rule may be achieved through the
Banks’ quality control review process or
through the Banks’ collateral review
process, coupled with appropriate
direction to their members, as well as
robust representations, warranties, or
certifications. The Enterprises would be
expected to use similar compliance
tools such as appropriate provisions in
seller-servicer guides, representations
and warranties, and quality-control
processes.

FHFA does not expect that the Banks
must use such compliance tools with
respect to Enterprise securities.
Enterprise securities issued
prospectively—should comply with the
provisions of the final rule.

7. Prospective Application

To avoid market uncertainties such as
those suggested in the comment letters,
the final rule will apply only to transfer
fees created after the date of publication
of the proposed rule, and to securities
issued after that date backed by revenue
from private transfer fees regardless of
when the covenants were created.
Regulated entities are required to
comply with the final rule within 120
days after its publication.

8. Level of Fees

While FHFA expressed concern in the
proposed guidance regarding the level
of private transfer fees, no specific
request to consider or evaluate the
proportion of the private transfer fee
relative to its purpose was included in

the proposed guidance. This proposed
rule remains consistent with the
proposed guidance on that point. FHFA
is not requesting that the regulated
entities consider or evaluate the level of
private transfer fees. Comments received
on this issue during the public comment
period reinforced FHFA’s concern about
the relation between the fees and the
value provided to the homeowners.
This, in turn, reinforced FHFA’s
decision to issue the proposed rule to
cover all private transfer fees other than
those paid to homeowners’ and similar
associations, and to tax-exempt
nonprofits under sections 501(c)(3) or
(c)(4) of the Code, that provide a direct
benefit to the encumbered property.
Comments on the appropriate level of
fees are welcome, but FHFA has not
addressed that subject at this time.

9. State Laws

As noted above, a number of States
have enacted legislation restricting or
otherwise regulating private transfer
fees. FHFA has included a section in the
proposed rule to clarify that the rule
does not affect such legislation.

V. Paperwork Reduction Act

The proposed rule does not contain
any collections of information pursuant
to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995
(44 U.S.C. 3501 et seq.). Therefore,
FHFA has not submitted any
information to the Office of
Management and Budget for review.

VI. Regulatory Flexibility Act

The proposed rule applies only to the
regulated entities, which do not come
within the meaning of small entities as
defined in the Regulatory Flexibility Act
(See 5 U.S.C. 601(6)). Therefore, in
accordance with section 605(b) of the
Regulatory Flexibility Act (5 U.S.C.
605(b)), FHFA certifies that this
proposed rule, if promulgated as a final
rule, will not have a significant
economic impact on a substantial
number of small entities.

List of Subjects in 12 CFR Part 1228

Asset-backed securities, Builders,
Condominium associations, Cooperative
associations, Developers, Federal Home
Loan Banks, Government-sponsored
enterprises, Homeowners’ associations,
Housing, Mortgages, Mortgage-backed
securities, Nonprofit organizations,
Private transfer fees.

Authority and Issuance

For the reasons stated in the
preamble, and under the authority of 12
U.S.C. 4526, the Federal Housing
Finance Agency proposes to amend
Chapter XII of Title 12 of the Code of

Federal Regulations by adding a new
part 1228 to subchapter B to read as
follows:

PART 1228—RESTRICTIONS ON THE
ACQUISITION OF, OR TAKING
SECURITY INTERESTS IN,
MORTGAGES ON PROPERTIES
ENCUMBERED BY CERTAIN PRIVATE
TRANSFER FEE COVENANTS AND
RELATED SECURITIES

Sec.

1228.1 Definitions.

1228.2 Restrictions.

1228.3 Prospective application and
effective date.

1228.4 State restrictions unaffected.

Authority: 12 U.S.C. 4513(a)(1)(B) and 12
U.S.C. 4526(a).

§1228.1 Definitions.

As used in this part,

Adjacent or contiguous property
means property that borders or lies in
close proximity to the property that is
encumbered by a private transfer fee
covenant or to other similarly
encumbered properties located in the
same community and owned by
members of the same covered
association, provided that in no event
shall a property greater than one
thousand (1000) yards from the
encumbered property be considered
adjacent or contiguous.

Covered association means a
nonprofit, mandatory membership
organization comprising owners of
homes, condominiums, cooperatives,
manufactured homes or any interest in
real property, created pursuant to a
declaration, covenant or other
applicable law, or an organization
described in section 501(c)(3) or (c)(4) of
the Internal Revenue Code.

Direct benefit means that the proceeds
of a private transfer fee are used
exclusively to support maintenance and
improvements to encumbered properties
as well as cultural, educational,
charitable, recreational, environmental,
conservation or other similar activities
that benefit exclusively the real property
encumbered by the private transfer fee
covenants. Such benefit must flow to
the encumbered property or the
community comprising the encumbered
properties and their common areas or to
adjacent or contiguous property. A
private transfer fee covenant will be
deemed to provide a direct benefit when
members of the general public may use
the facilities funded by the transfer fees
in the burdened community and
adjacent or contiguous property only
upon payment of a fee, except that de
minimis usage may be provided free of
charge for use by a charitable or other
not-for-profit group.
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Enterprises means, collectively, the
Federal National Mortgage Association
and the Federal Home Loan Mortgage
Corporation.

Excepted transfer fee covenant means
a covenant to pay a private transfer fee
to a covered association that is used
exclusively for the direct benefit of the
real property encumbered by the private
transfer fee covenants.

Federal Home Loan Banks or Banks
mean the Federal Home Loan Banks
established under section 12 of the
Federal Home Loan Bank Act (12 U.S.C.
1432).

Private transfer fee means a transfer
fee, including a charge or payment,
imposed by a covenant, restriction or
other similar document and required to
be paid in connection with or as a result
of a transfer of title to real estate. A
private transfer fee excludes fees,
charges, or payments, or other
obligations—

(1) Imposed by a court judgment,
order or decree;

(2) Imposed by or are payable to the
Federal government or a State or local
government;

(3) Arising out of a mechanic’s lien;
or

(4) Arising from an option to purchase
or for waiver of the right to purchase the
encumbered real property.

Private transfer fee covenant means a
covenant that—

(1) Purports to run with the land or to
bind current owners of, and successors
in title to, such real property; and

(2) Obligates a transferee or transferor
of all or part of the property to pay a
private transfer fee upon transfer of an
interest in all or part of the property, or
in consideration for permitting such
transfer.

Regulated entities means the Federal
National Mortgage Association, the
Federal Home Loan Mortgage
Corporation, and the Federal Home
Loan Banks.

Transfer means with respect to real
property, the sale, gift, grant,
conveyance, assignment, inheritance or
other transfer of an interest in the real
property.

§1228.2 Restrictions.

The regulated entities shall not
purchase or invest in any mortgages on
properties encumbered by private
transfer fee covenants, securities backed
by such mortgages or securities backed
by the income stream from such
covenants, unless such covenants are
excepted transfer fee covenants. The
Banks shall not accept such mortgages
or securities as collateral, unless such
covenants are excepted transfer fee
covenants.

§1228.3 Prospective application and
effective date.

This part shall apply only to
mortgages on properties encumbered by
private transfer fee covenants created on
or after February 8, 2011, and to
securities backed by such mortgages,
and to securities issued after that date
backed by revenue from private transfer
fees regardless of when the covenants
were created. The regulated entities
shall comply with this part not later
than 120 days following the date of
publication of the final rule in the
Federal Register.

§1228.4 State restrictions unaffected.
This part does not affect State

restrictions or requirements with respect

to private transfer fee covenants, such as

with respect to disclosures or duration.
Dated: January 28, 2011.

Edward J. DeMarco,

Acting Director, Federal Housing Finance

Agency.

[FR Doc. 2011-2565 Filed 2-7-11; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 8070-01-P

COMMODITY FUTURES TRADING
COMMISSION

17 CFR Part 23
RIN 3038—-AC96

Orderly Liquidation Termination
Provision in Swap Trading
Relationship Documentation for Swap
Dealers and Major Swap Participants

AGENCY: Commodity Futures Trading
Commission.

ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking.

SUMMARY: The Commodity Futures
Trading Commission (Commission or
CFTC) is proposing regulations to
implement new statutory provisions
established under Title VII of the Dodd-
Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer
Protection Act (Dodd-Frank Act).
Section 731 of the Dodd-Frank Act
added a new section 4s(i) to the
Commodity Exchange Act (CEA), which
requires the Commission to prescribe
standards for swap dealers and major
swap participants related to the timely
and accurate confirmation, processing,
netting, documentation, and valuation
of swaps. The proposed rule would set
forth parameters for the inclusion of an
orderly liquidation termination
provision in the swap trading
relationship documentation for swap
dealers and major swap participants.

DATES: Submit comments on or before
April 11, 2011.

ADDRESSES: You may submit comments,
identified by RIN number 3038—AC96
and Orderly Liquidation Termination
Provision in Swap Trading Relationship
Documentation for Swap Dealers and
Major Swap Participants, by any of the
following methods:

e Agency Web site, via its Comments
Online process at http://
comments.cftc.gov. Follow the
instructions for submitting comments
through the Web site.

e Mail: David A. Stawick, Secretary of
the Commission, Commodity Futures
Trading Commission, Three Lafayette
Centre, 1155 21st Street, NW.,
Washington, DC 20581.

e Hand Delivery/Courier: Same as
mail above.

e Federal eRulemaking Portal: http://
www.regulations.gov. Follow the
instructions for submitting comments.

Please submit your comments using
only one method.

All comments must be submitted in
English, or if not, accompanied by an
English translation. Comments will be
posted as received to http://
www.cftc.gov. You should submit only
information that you wish to make
available publicly. If you wish the
Commission to consider information
that may be exempt from disclosure
under the Freedom of Information Act,
a petition for confidential treatment of
the exempt information may be
submitted according to the established
procedures in § 145.9 of the
Commission’s regulations, 17 CFR
145.9.

The Commission reserves the right,
but shall have no obligation, to review,
pre-screen, filter, redact, refuse or
remove any or all of your submission
from http://www.cftc.gov that it may
deem to be inappropriate for
publication, such as obscene language.
All submissions that have been redacted
or removed that contain comments on
the merits of the rulemaking will be
retained in the public comment file and
will be considered as required under the
Administrative Procedure Act and other
applicable laws, and may be accessible
under the Freedom of Information Act.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Sarah E. Josephson, Associate Director,
202-418-5684, sjosephson@cftc.gov;
Frank N. Fisanich, Special Counsel,
202—418-5949, ffisanich@cftc.gov; or
Jocelyn Partridge, Special Counsel, 202—
418-5926, jpartridge@cftc.gov; Division
of Clearing and Intermediary Oversight,
Commodity Futures Trading
Commission, Three Lafayette Centre,
1155 21st Street, NW., Washington, DC
20581.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
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I. Background

On July 21, 2010, President Obama
signed the Dodd-Frank Act.! Title VII of
the Dodd-Frank Act2 amended the
Commodity Exchange Act (CEA)3 to
establish a comprehensive regulatory
framework to reduce risk, increase
transparency, and promote market
integrity within the financial system by,
among other things: (1) Providing for the
registration and comprehensive
regulation of swap dealers and major
swap participants; (2) imposing clearing
and trade execution requirements on
standardized derivative products; (3)
creating rigorous recordkeeping and
real-time reporting regimes; and (4)
enhancing the Commission’s
rulemaking and enforcement authorities
with respect to all registered entities
and intermediaries subject to the
Commission’s oversight.

Section 731 of the Dodd-Frank Act
amends the CEA by adding a new
section 4s, which sets forth a number of
requirements for swap dealers and
major swap participants. Specifically,
section 4s(i) of the CEA establishes
swap documentation standards for those
registrants.

Section 4s(i)(1) requires swap dealers
and major swap participants to
“conform with such standards as may be
prescribed by the Commission by rule or
regulation that relate to timely and
accurate confirmation, processing,
netting, documentation, and valuation
of all swaps.” Under section 4s(i)(2), the
Commission is required to adopt rules
“governing documentation standards for
swap dealers and major swap
participants.”

On January 13, 2011, the Commission
voted to issue a notice of proposed
rulemaking entitled, “Swap Trading
Relationship Documentation
Requirements for Swap Dealers and
Major Swap Participants.” This
proposed regulation supplements that
proposal and sets forth another element
of the swap trading relationship
documentation that swap dealers, major
swap participants, and their
counterparties must include in their
documentation. The Commission is
proposing the regulation discussed
below, pursuant to the authority granted
under sections 4s(h)(1)(D), 4s(h)(3)(D),

1 See Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and
Consumer Protection Act, Public Law 111-203, 124
Stat. 1376 (2010). The text of the Dodd-Frank Act
may be accessed at http://www.cftc.gov/
LawRegulation/OTCDERIVATIVES/index.htm.

2Pursuant to section 701 of the Dodd-Frank Act,
Title VII may be cited as the “Wall Street
Transparency and Accountability Act of 2010.”

37 U.S.C. 1 et seq.

4s(a), 4s(i), and 8a(5) of the CEA.4 The
Dodd-Frank Act requires the
Commission to promulgate these
provisions by July 15, 2011.5

The proposed regulations reflect
consultation with staff of the following
agencies: (i) The Securities and
Exchange Commission; (ii) the Board of
Governors of the Federal Reserve
System (Board of Governors); (iii) the
Office of the Comptroller of the
Currency; and (iv) the Federal Deposit
Insurance Corporation (FDIC). Staff from
each of these agencies has had the
opportunity to provide comments to the
proposal, and the proposed regulations
incorporate elements of the comments
provided.

In designing these rules, the
Commission has taken care to minimize
the burden on those parties that will not
be registered with the Commission as
swap dealers or major swap
participants. To the extent that market
participants believe that additional
measures should be taken to reduce the
burden or increase the benefits of
documenting swap transactions, the
Commission welcomes all comments.

II. Proposed Regulation

This proposed rulemaking
supplements a prior notice of proposed
rulemaking under which two rules were
proposed—§§ 23.504 and 23.505. This
proposal would set forth another
element of the swap trading relationship
documentation that swap dealers, major
swap participants, and their
counterparties must include in their
documentation under § 23.504(b). The
provision would require that swap
dealers and major swap participants
include in the documentation with each
of their counterparties a provision that
confirms both parties’ understanding of
how the new orderly liquidation
authority under the Title II of the Dodd-
Frank Act and the Federal Deposit
Insurance Act (FDIA) may affect their
portfolios of uncleared, over-the-
counter, bilateral swaps.®

The Commission believes that the
inclusion of this type of provision in the

4 Section 8a(5) of the CEA authorizes the
Commission to promulgate such regulations as, in
the judgment of the Commission, are reasonably
necessary to effectuate any of the provisions or to
accomplish any of the purposes of the CEA.

5 This is the seventh rulemaking to be proposed
regarding internal business conduct standards for
swap dealers and major swap participants. Prior
notices of proposed rulemaking are available on the
Commission’s Web site at http://www.cftc.gov.

6 As proposed, this provision would not apply to
swaps cleared by a derivatives clearing organization
(DCO). The Commission does not believe it is
necessary to address cleared swaps in this
rulemaking because they are addressed in section
210(c)(8)(G) of the Dodd-Frank Act, but solicits
comment on this issue.

swap trading relationship
documentation used by swap dealers
and major swap participants registered
with the Commission would promote
legal certainty for market participants
and lower litigation risk during times of
significant market stress. In particular,
the proposal would ensure both
counterparties to a swap understand
that under particular, unique
circumstances, described in detail
below, if one of the counterparties
defaults, the non-defaulting party’s
positions could be transferred to a new,
solvent counterparty by the FDIC, and
the non-defaulting party may not be able
to terminate its claims against the
defaulting counterparty until 5 p.m.
(U.S. eastern time) on the business day
following the day the FDIC is appointed
receiver. This stay would facilitate the
FDIC’s orderly liquidation of the
defaulting counterparty’s swap
positions. This stay also is critical
because it would allow the FDIC the
requisite time to transfer the defaulter’s
open swap positions, claims, and
collateral with the objective of avoiding
widespread market disruption in the
form of fire sales and contagion risk.

A. Background

The recent financial crisis,
particularly the tumultuous events of
2008, revealed that U.S. financial
regulatory authorities lacked an orderly
resolution mechanism for certain large
financial companies. The lack of such a
resolution mechanism led to the need
for government bail outs of financial
companies considered “too big to fail”
and contributed to major financial
market dislocations resulting from the
disorderly insolvency of Lehman
Brothers Inc. and its affiliates under the
Federal bankruptcy code.

One of the key lessons of the financial
crisis is that for systemically important
institutions, the traditional bankruptcy
process may be too slow and
cumbersome to effectively deal with
defaults that require near instant action
to diminish their effect on other entities
and the financial system as a whole.”
This is especially true for financial
companies with significant derivatives
positions that require frequent
adjustments based on trading strategies

7For example, over two years after the
bankruptcy process for Lehman Brothers Holding
Inc. began, it remains ongoing and active. On
December 15, 2010, creditors filed a plan of
reorganization by an ad hoc group of Lehman
creditors despite Lehman'’s filing of a plan of
reorganization on March 15, 2010. By contrast,
under the special provisions under Commission
regulation for treatment of cleared futures contracts,
Lehman'’s futures business was resolved within a
matter of weeks.
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and the need to manage exposure to
market risk.

With the passage of the Dodd-Frank
Act, Congress sought to address these
problems though the enactment of Title
I, which establishes an “orderly
liquidation authority” under which
systemically important financial
companies can be resolved in an orderly
manner. This authority is separate from,
but consistent with, the Federal
bankruptcy and State dissolution laws.

B. Orderly Liquidation Under Title II of
Dodd-Frank

Under Title II of the Dodd-Frank Act,
Congress provided “the necessary
authority to liquidate failing financial
companies 8 that pose a significant risk
to the financial stability of the United
States in a manner that mitigates such
risk and minimizes moral hazard.”® To
this end, Title II establishes a process
under which, upon the recommendation
of the FDIC and the Board of Governors,
and after consultation with the
President, the Secretary of the Treasury
appoints the FDIC as the receiver to
wind down the affairs of, and liquidate
the assets of, the financial company
whose default may pose a systemic risk
to the financial markets. Accordingly,
the decision to act under Title IT would
be taken under conditions that would
have “serious adverse effects on
financial stability in the United
States.” 10

1. Entities Eligible for Liquidation
Under Title II

Title II provides certain Federal
financial regulatory authorities with the
power, but not the obligation, to
conduct an orderly wind down of a
financial company. If the authorities
decide not to act, the regular insolvency
processes under the Federal bankruptcy
code or banking laws would apply. For
instance, non-bank swap dealers and
major swap participants would be
subject to the bankruptcy code’s chapter
7 or chapter 11 proceedings.1!

Title II applies to a class of business
entities, referred as “covered financial
companies,” that meet certain criteria as

8 Under Title II, section 201(a)(11), a financial
company includes, among other things, a bank
holding company, a nonbank financial company
supervised by the Board of Governors, or a
company, or a subsidiary (other than an insured
depository institution or an insurance company) of
a company, that is predominantly engaged in
activities that the Board of Governors has
determined are financial in nature or incidental
thereto.

9 Section 204(a) of the Dodd-Frank Act.

10 Section 203(b)(2) of the Dodd-Frank Act.

111n general, Chapter 7 allows for the liquidation
of a debtor entity and Chapter 11 allows a debtor
entity to reorganize its affairs.

determined by the Secretary of the
Treasury under a process described in
the next section. This class potentially
could include swap dealers and major
swap participants registered with the
Commission. For example, under Title
II, any company that is registered as a
swap dealer or major swap participant
with the Commission and designated as
a systemically important financial
institution (SIFI) by the Financial
Stability Oversight Council (FSOC)
under a process laid out in Title I of the
Dodd-Frank Act,!2 could be deemed to
be a “covered financial company” under
Title II.13

It also is possible that a swap dealer
or a major swap participant might be
deemed to be a “covered financial
company” independent of Title I's FSOC
designation process. Under Title II, such
a company could be deemed to be a
“financial company” if that entity is (1)
predominantly engaged in financial
activities 14 and (2) those financial
activities generate 85% or more of the
company’s revenues.'® A “covered
financial company” is a financial
company for which a determination has
been made under section 203(b) of the
Dodd-Frank Act by the Secretary of the
Treasury. A prerequisite to that
determination process is the written
recommendation of both the FDIC and
the Board of Governors.

2. Process for Determining Whether
Title II Authority Should Be Invoked

In making a determination to act
under Title II, the Secretary of the
Treasury (in consultation with the
President) must determine that, among
other things: (1) The financial company
is in default or in danger of default; 16

12 Section 113 of the Dodd-Frank Act sets forth
the process by which U.S. nonbank financial
companies may be designated as systemically
important. The term U.S. nonbank financial
company is defined in section 102(a)(4)(B) of the
Dodd-Frank Act.

13 Entities that are designated as SIFIs under Title
I of the Dodd-Frank Act are considered to be
supervised by the Board of Governors of the Federal
Reserve System, and thus meet the definition of
financial company under section 201(a)(11)(B)(ii).

14 Financial activities are defined by reference to
section 4(k) of the Bank Holding Company Act, 12
U.S.C. 1843(k), which includes activities such as
dealing in or making a market in securities and any
other activity that may be identified under rules or
orders issued by the Board of Governors. See 12
U.S.C. 1843(k)(4) and 12 CFR 225.28.

15 Section 201 (a)(11)(B)(iii) or (iv) and section
201(b) of the Dodd Frank Act.

16 The phrase “default or in danger of default” is
defined in Title II, section 203(c)(4), to include
situations where an entity has, or likely will
promptly, be subject to a bankruptcy action; the
entity has incurred losses that have or are likely to
deplete all of its capital and there is no reasonable
prospect of avoiding such a depletion; the entity’s
assets are less than its obligations to creditors and
others; and the entity is, or is likely to be, unable

(2) the default of the financial company
would have a serious adverse effect on
the financial stability of the United
States; and (3) no viable private sector
alternative is available to prevent the
default. The Secretary must make a
specific determination that any effect on
the claims or interests of creditors,
counterparties, and shareholders is
appropriate.1”

In order to meet each of these criteria,
it is likely that a financial company
would have to have a significant level
of market and credit exposure and its
default would be likely to pose a grave
risk to financial markets. Only after
these determinations have been made
would the FDIC be granted resolution
authority under Title IL

C. Resolution by the FDIC Under FDIA.

Before describing the FDIC’s
resolution authority under Title II, it is
important to note that the FDIC also
may have resolution authority over a
swap dealer or major swap participant
that is an insured depository institution.
Generally speaking, an insured
depository institution is defined under
section 3(c) of the Federal Deposit
Insurance Act (FDIA) as any bank or
savings association the deposits of
which are insured by the FDIC.18 Under
the FDIA, the FDIC has the authority to
liquidate or wind up the affairs of an
insured depository institution. Some
swap dealers and major swap
participants registered with the
Commission may be insured depository
institutions.

D. Role of the FDIC in the Orderly
Liquidation of Swap Dealers and Major
Swap Participants Under Either Title II
or the FDIA

In many ways, the Title II resolution
approach is modeled upon the FDIA.
Indeed, as discussed below, certain Title
II provisions are identical to provisions
in FDIA. Consequently, the FDIC would
be able to exercise similar powers with
regard to swap dealers and major swap

to make its payments in the normal course of
business. See also 12 U.S.C. 1813(x)(2) (providing
a similar definition under the FDIA).

17 Section 203(b) of the Dodd-Frank Act.
Additional factors the Secretary must consider
include: (1) Any action under the liquidation
authority would avoid or mitigate such adverse
effects on the financial system, the cost to the
general fund of the Treasury, and the potential to
increase excessive risk taking on the part of
creditors, counterparties, and shareholders in the
financial company; (2) a Federal regulatory agency
has ordered the covered financial company to
convert all of its convertible debt instruments that
are subject to a regulatory order; and (3) the
company satisfies the definition of “financial
company” in section 201(a)(11) of the Dodd-Frank
Act.

1812 U.S.C. 1813(c).
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participants regardless of whether the
FDIC was acting under Title II or FDIA.
Under either statutory authority, it is
likely that the orderly wind-down and
liquidation of those large firms whose
demise may have systemic implications
would have similar characteristics. For
example, under both Title IT and the
FDIA, the FDIC would have the
authority to transfer open positions,
claims, and collateral to a receiving
entity in an effort to move quickly to
stabilize what could be deteriorating
market conditions.1?

As part of the resolution authority in
Title I and in the existing provisions of
the FDIA for insured depository
institutions, the FDIC is given a one
business day period in which to transfer
swaps and certain other contracts to a
solvent third party financial institution.
For this transfer authority to be
effective, a brief stay on the ability of
counterparties to terminate, liquidate, or
net is necessary.

Specifically, under section 210(c)(10)
of Dodd-Frank or 11(e)(10) of FDIA,
parties to qualified financial contracts 2°
are prohibited from terminating,
liquidating, or netting out positions
solely by reason of the appointment of
the FDIC as receiver or the financial
condition of the insured depository
institution, covered financial company,
or covered subsidiary in receivership
until the close of the next business day
following the date of appointment of the
FDIC as receiver. A party is also
precluded from exercising any such
contractual rights after it has received
notice that its qualified financial
contract has been transferred to another
financial institution—including a bridge
financial company. The effect of these
provisions is to provide the FDIC one
day after its appointment as receiver to
consummate a transfer of a qualified
financial contract to either a private
acquirer or to a newly created bridge
bank or financial company. Absent one
of these two types of transfers within
the allotted time frame, parties may
exercise their contractual rights.

E. Application to Swaps

Swaps subject to the Commission’s
jurisdiction under Title VII of the Dodd-
Frank Act would appear to be subject to
orderly liquidation under either Title II
or the FDIA by virtue of the fact that

19 The FDIC also would have the authority to
merge the covered financial company with another
company under section 210(a)(1)(G) of the Dodd-
Frank Act.

20 Qualified financial contracts include any
securities contract, commodity contract, forward
contract, repurchase agreement, swap agreement,
and any similar agreement as determined by the
FDIC. Section 210(c)(8)(D) of the Dodd-Frank Act
and section 11(e)(8)(D) of FDIA.

they fall under the definition of
“qualified financial contract” under
those two statutes.?? The definition of
qualified financial contract is identical
under both Title II and FDIA and
includes securities contracts,
commodity contracts,22 forward
contracts, repurchase agreements, swap
agreements, and any other contract
determined by the FDIC to be a qualified
financial contract.

The Commission recognizes the
potential for regulatory arbitrage if the
definition of qualified financial contract
does not apply to swaps under Title VIL
Moreover, the Commission believes that
should the need for an orderly
liquidation of any systemically
important swap dealer or major swap
participant arise, it would be most
appropriate and practicable for all
swaps held on the books of those
entities to be considered to be part of a
comprehensive and orderly resolution
process.

F. Commission Involvement in an
Orderly Liquidation

While the Commission is not granted
explicit authority under Title II, that
section does recognize the need for all
U.S. financial authorities to work
together and to “take all steps necessary
and appropriate to assure that all parties
* * * having responsibility for the
condition of the financial company bear
losses consistent with their
responsibility * * *.”23In addition, if
the FDIC is appointed receiver of a swap
dealer or major swap participant for
which the Commission is the primary
regulator, the FDIC is required to
consult with the Commission “for
purposes of ensuring an orderly
liquidation of the entity.” 24 As part of
its consultative role, the Commission
might have information on defaulting
swap dealers or major swap participants
that is relevant to the resolution process.
Moreover, the Commission may have
responsibility for potential transferees,
i.e., firms to which open swap positions
might be transferred.

G. Proposed Regulation § 23.504(b)(5)

Previously proposed § 23.504(a)
would require that swap dealers and
major swap participants establish,
maintain, and enforce written policies

21 Section 210(c) applies to contracts entered into
before the appointment of a receiver under Title II.
There is an analogous provision under the FDIA.
See section 210(c)(8)(D) of the Dodd-Frank Act and
section 11(e)(8)(D) of FDIA.

22 Under this definition, futures contracts subject
to the Commission’s jurisdiction are considered to
be qualified financial contracts.

23 Section 204(a)(3) of the Dodd-Frank Act.

24 Section 204(c)(1) and (3) of the Dodd-Frank
Act.

and procedures reasonably designed to
ensure that each swap dealer or major
swap participant and its counterparties
have agreed in writing to all of the terms
governing their swap trading
relationship. Under previously
proposed § 23.504(b), swap trading
relationship documentation would
include written agreement by the parties
on certain terms, including general
provisions on payment obligations,
netting of payments, events of default or
other termination events, transfer of
rights and obligations, and governing
law.

Proposed § 23.504(b)(5) would
supplement the prior proposal by
requiring the inclusion of a written
agreement by the parties to comply with
the FDIC’s transfer authority under
section 210(c)(9) and (10) of the Dodd-
Frank Act and with the nearly identical
sections under the FDIA.25 This
provision under the swap trading
relationship documentation could be
invoked only if a party to the
documentation is deemed to be a
“covered financial company” under
Title IT or is an insured depository
institution and the FDIC is appointed as
a receiver. Under either scenario, the
proposed rule refers to this party as the
“covered party.”

The language of proposed
§ 23.504(b)(5)(i) very closely tracks the
statutory language of section
210(c)(10)(B) of the Dodd-Frank Act and
section 11(e)(10)(B) of the FDIA. Under
this provision, counterparties will
acknowledge in their trading
relationship documentation that neither
will exercise any right to terminate a
swap due to the appointment of the
FDIC as a receiver under Title II or the
FDIA 26 until the close of the next
business day after such appointment, or
it receives notice that the FDIC has
transferred its swaps to a performing
third party (including a bridge bank,
bridge financial institution, or other
government-run financial institution).
This stay provision would expire at 5
p.m. on the business day after the FDIC
is appointed as receiver or as soon as
the non-defaulting party receives notice
that the FDIC has transferred the
defaulting party’s swaps positions,
claims, and property supporting the
positions pursuant to section
210(c)(9)(A) of the Dodd-Frank Act or
section 11(e)(9)(A) of the FDIA.

25 Sections 11(e)(9) and (10) of the FDIA; codified
at 12 U.S.C. 1821(e)(9) and (10).

26 The counterparties may be able to specify in
their individual documentation that only Title II
would apply if neither counterparty would be
subject to resolution under the FDIA, i.e. neither
party is an insured depository institution.
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Proposed § 23.504(b)(5)(ii) would
track the language of section
210(c)(9)(A) of the Dodd-Frank Act and
section 11(e)(9)(A) of the FDIA and
would require the parties to agree that
if the FDIC decides to transfer swaps of
the party in receivership, the FDIC will
transfer all swaps between the parties to
one financial institution, along with all
claims and credit support related to
such swaps.

Proposed § 23.504(b)(5)(iii) would
require each party to consent to any
transfer described in § 23.504(b)(5)(ii).
Including an agreement to consent to
the transfer of swaps to a solvent entity
under the strict requirements of Title II
or FDIA will facilitate the orderly wind-
down of the defaulting firm and
promote the prompt resolution of
market uncertainty and allow a return to
regular trading strategy for non-
defaulting counterparties.

The Commission believes that the
proposed regulation is important insofar
as it will ensure that counterparties to
swap transactions are on notice that,
under particular, unique circumstances,
their swap positions, claims, and the
property supporting those positions may
be transferred and that there may be a
brief stay on their ability to terminate a
swap. As described above, the provision
would only be applicable in situations
where the counterparties are financial
institutions that could be designated
covered financial companies under Title
II or are insured depository institutions
under FDIA.

The Commission also believes that
this provision would facilitate the
resolution process by minimizing the
potential litigation when such
resolution authority is exercised.
Minimizing litigation risk is important
for facilitating a quick and effective
resolution process; particularly when
the alternative, the sudden collapse of
the covered financial company, poses
systemic risk.

It is also worth noting that the
inclusion of this provision in swap
trading relationship documentation may
help bring about broad equivalence with
regard to the treatment of swaps
globally. This is relevant because
Congress recognized the need for greater
international coordination relating to
the orderly liquidation of financial
companies by directing the Comptroller
General of the United States to study
ways to increase effective international
coordination.2?

H. Comment Requested

The Commission requests comment
on all aspects of proposed

27 Section 202(f) of the Dodd-Frank Act.

§ 23.504(b)(5). In particular, the
Commission requests comment on the
following questions:

o Are there any swaps as defined
under Title VII of the Dodd-Frank Act
that should not be considered to be
qualified financial contracts as that term
is defined under Title II of the Dodd-
Frank Act and FDIA?

¢ Under what circumstances could
the requirements of § 23.504(b)(5) allow
for recognition of non-US authorities
operating under legal provisions similar
to that provided under Title II of the
Dodd-Frank Act? Would inclusion of
non-US authorities be useful with
respect to financial companies that may
have global operations through multiple
subsidiaries and branches, including
insured depository institutions?

e What steps can be taken to
encourage standard documentation
templates developed by industry
groups, such as ISDA, to recognize the
need to include termination stay
provisions similar to those provided for
under Title IT and FDIA?

e Are there any anticompetitive
implications to the proposed rules? If
so, how could the proposed rules be
implemented to achieve the purposes of
the CEA in a less anticompetitive
manner?

e Given the use in swaps of cross
default provisions referencing
agreements with affiliates, should
“covered party”, as defined in
§ 23.504(b)(5), also include affiliates of
entities that may be designated as
covered financial companies under Title
II or that are insured depository
institutions under FDIA?

e Does the Commission have legal
authority to include affiliates in this
way?

I1I. Related Matters
A. Regulatory Flexibility Act

The Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA)
requires that agencies consider whether
the rules they propose will have a
significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities.28
The Commission previously has
established certain definitions of “small
entities” to be used in evaluating the
impact of its regulations on small
entities in accordance with the RFA.29
The proposed rules would affect swap
dealers and major swap participants.

Swap dealers and major swap
participants are new categories of
registrants. Accordingly, the
Commission has not previously
addressed the question of whether such

285 U.S.C. 601 et seq.
2947 FR 18618, Apr. 30, 1982.

persons are, in fact, small entities for
purposes of the RFA. The Commission
previously has determined, however,
that futures commission merchants
should not be considered to be small
entities for purposes of the RFA.30 The
Commission’s determination was based,
in part, upon the obligation of futures
commission merchants to meet the
minimum financial requirements
established by the Commission to
enhance the protection of customers’
segregated funds and protect the
financial condition of futures
commission merchants generally.3? Like
futures commission merchants, swap
dealers will be subject to minimum
capital and margin requirements and are
expected to comprise the largest global
financial firms. The Commission is
required to exempt from swap dealer
designation any entities that engage in

a de minimis level of swaps dealing in
connection with transactions with or on
behalf of customers. The Commission
anticipates that this exemption would
tend to exclude small entities from
registration. Accordingly, for purposes
of the RFA for this rulemaking, the
Commission is hereby proposing that
swap dealers not be considered “small
entities” for essentially the same reasons
that futures commission merchants have
previously been determined not to be
small entities and in light of the
exemption from the definition of swap
dealer for those engaging in a de
minimis level of swap dealing.

The Commission also has previously
determined that large traders are not
“small entities” for RFA purposes.32 In
that determination, the Commaission
considered that a large trading position
was indicative of the size of the
business. Major swap participants, by
statutory definition, maintain
substantial positions in swaps or
maintain outstanding swap positions
that create substantial counterparty
exposure that could have serious
adverse effects on the financial stability
of the United States banking system or
financial markets. Accordingly, for
purposes of the RFA for this
rulemaking, the Commission is hereby
proposing that major swap participants
not be considered “small entities” for
essentially the same reasons that large
traders have previously been
determined not to be small entities.

Moreover, the Commission is carrying
out Congressional mandates by
proposing this regulation. Specifically,
the Commission is proposing these
regulations to comply with the Dodd-

30]d. at 18619.
31]d.
32]d. at 18620.
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Frank Act, the aim of which is to reduce
systemic risk presented by swap dealers
and swap market participants through
comprehensive regulation. The
Commission does not believe that there
are regulatory alternatives to those being
proposed that would be consistent with
the statutory mandate. Accordingly, the
Chairman, on behalf of the Commission,
hereby certifies pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
605(b) that the proposed rules will not
have a significant economic impact on
a substantial number of small entities.

B. Paperwork Reduction Act

The Paperwork Reduction Act
(PRA) 33 imposes certain requirements
on Federal agencies (including the
Commission) in connection with their
conducting or sponsoring any collection
of information as defined by the PRA.
This proposed rulemaking would result
in new collection of information
requirements within the meaning of the
PRA. The Commission therefore is
submitting this proposal to the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB) for
review in accordance with 44 U.S.C.
3507(d) and 5 CFR 1320.11. The title for
this collection of information is
“Orderly Liquidation Termination
Provision in Swap Trading Relationship
Documentation for Swap Dealers and
Major Swap Participants.” An agency
may not conduct or sponsor, and a
person is not required to respond to, a
collection of information unless it
displays a currently valid control
number. The OMB has not yet assigned
this collection a control number.

The collection of information under
this proposed regulation is necessary to
implement new section 4s(i) of the CEA,
which expressly requires the
Commission to adopt rules governing
documentation standards for swap
dealers and major swap participants and
explicitly obligates such registrants to
conform to the documentation standards
established by the Commission. The
documentation required to be executed
and maintained would be an important
part of the Commission’s regulatory
program for swap dealers and major
swap participants. Specifically, the
required recordkeeping is essential to
ensuring that swap dealers and major
swap participants include in their
trading relationship documentation
certain agreements that are designed to
enhance the consistent treatment of
swaps in the event the FDIC is
appointed receiver under Title II of the
Dodd-Frank Act or the FDIA. The
records required to be preserved would
be used by representatives of the
Commission and any examining

3344 U.S.C. 3501 et seq.

authority responsible for reviewing the
activities of the swap dealer or major
swap participant to ensure compliance
with the CEA and applicable
Commission regulations.

If the proposed regulations are
adopted, responses to this collection of
information would be mandatory. The
Commission will protect proprietary
information according to the Freedom of
Information Act and 17 CFR part 145,
“Commission Records and Information.”
In addition, section 8(a)(1) of the CEA
strictly prohibits the Commission,
unless specifically authorized by the
CEA, from making public “data and
information that would separately
disclose the business transactions or
market positions of any person and
trade secrets or names of customers.”
The Commission also is required to
protect certain information contained in
a government system of records
according to the Privacy Act of 1974, 5
U.S.C. 552a.

1. Information Provided By Reporting
Entities/Persons

Proposed § 23.504(b)(5) supplements
previously proposed regulations that
would establish trading swap
relationship documentation
requirements for swap dealers and
major swap participants. Specifically,
proposed § 23.504(b)(5) would require
swap dealers and major swap
participants to include in the
documentation they execute with each
counterparty a written agreement about
events that will transpire if the FDIC is
appointed as receiver under Title II of
the Dodd-Frank Act or the FDIA.

The information collection burden
associated with drafting and
maintaining the agreements required by
the proposed regulation is estimated to
be 270 hours per year, at an initial
annual cost of $27,000 for each swap
dealer and major swap participant. The
aggregate information collection burden
is estimated to be 81,000 hours per year,
at an initial annual aggregate cost of
$8,100,000. Burden means the total
time, effort or financial resources
expended by persons to generate,
maintain, retain, disclose, or provide
information to or for a Federal agency.

The Commission has characterized
the annual cost as an initial cost as the
Commission anticipates that the
agreements required by the proposed
regulation generally would not require
significant bilateral negotiation and,
therefore, are likely to become
standardized within the industry rather
rapidly. Moreover, the Commission
expects that there would be little need
to modify the agreements on an ongoing
basis. Accordingly, once a swap dealer

or major swap participant has drafted
the required agreements and
incorporated them into its swaps trading
documentation, the annual burden
associated with the proposed regulation
would be quite minimal.34

The hour burden calculation set forth
below is based upon certain variables
such as the number of swap dealers and
major swap participants in the
marketplace, the average number of
counterparties of each of these
registrants, and the average hourly wage
of the employees that would be
responsible for satisfying the obligation
established by the proposed regulation.
Swap dealers and major swap
participants are new categories of
registrants. Accordingly, it is not
currently known how many swap
dealers and major swap participants
will become subject to these rules, and
this will not be known to the
Commission until the registration
requirements for these entities become
effective after July 16, 2011, the date on
which the Dodd-Frank Act becomes
effective. While the Commission
believes that there will be
approximately 200 swap dealers and 50
major swap participants, it has taken a
conservative approach, for PRA
purposes, in estimating that there will
be a combined number of 300 swap
dealers and major swap participants
who will be required to comply with the
recordkeeping requirements of the
proposed rules. The Commission
estimated the number of affected
entities based on industry data.

Similarly, due to the absence of prior
experience in regulating swap dealers
and major swap participants and with
regulations similar to the proposed
rules, the actual, average number of
counterparties that a swap dealer or
major swap participant is likely to have
is uncertain. Consistent with other
proposed rulemakings, the Commission
has estimated that each of the 14 major
swap dealers has an average 7,500
counterparties and the other 286 swap
dealers and major swap participants
have an average of 200 counterparties
per year, for an average of 540 total
counterparties per registrant.

The Commission anticipates that
agreements required by the proposed
regulations typically would be drafted
and maintained by a swap dealer or
major swap participant’s in-house

34 The Commission notes that swap dealers and
major swap participants also would be required to
develop written policies and procedures to
maintain the obligatory agreements as part of their
swaps trading relationship documentation. The
costs associated with these policies and procedures
have been accounted for in the Commission’s prior
proposal of the rest of regulation § 23.504.
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counsel or by financial or operational
managers within the firm. According to
the Bureau of Labor Statistics findings,
the mean hourly wage of an employee
under occupation code 23-1011,
“Lawyers,” that is employed by the
“Securities and Commodity Contracts
Intermediation and Brokerage Industry”
is $82.22.35 The mean hourly wage of an
employee under occupation code 11—
3031, “Financial Managers,” (which
includes operations managers) in the
same industry is $74.41.36 Because swap
dealers and major swap participants
include large financial institutions
whose employees’ salaries may exceed
the mean wage, however, the
Commission has estimated the cost
burden of the proposed regulations
based upon an average salary of $100
per hour.

Based upon the above, the estimated
hour burden was calculated as follows:

Agreement to Orderly Liquidation
Termination Provision.

Number of registrants: 300.

Frequency of collection: At least once
per counterparty.

Estimated number of annual
responses per registrant: 540 [one per
counterparty].

Estimated aggregate number of
annual responses: 162,000 [300
registrants x 540 counterparties].

Estimated annual hour burden per
registrant: 270 [540 counterparties X .5
hours per counterparty].

Estimated aggregate annual hour
burden: 81,000 [300 registrants x 270
hours per registrant].

As stated above, the agreements
required by proposed § 23.504(b)(5)
would be required to be incorporated
into the swaps trading relationship
documentation obligations established
by previously proposed subsections of
§ 23.504(b). The Commission does not
anticipate that swap dealers and major
swap participants would incur any start-
up costs in connection with the
proposed recordkeeping obligations,
other than those previously noted and
accounted for in the prior proposal.

2. Information Collection Comments

The Commission invites the public
and other Federal agencies to comment
on any aspect of the recordkeeping
burden discussed above. Pursuant to 44
U.S.C. 3506(c)(2)(B), the Commission
solicits comments in order to: (i)
Evaluate whether the proposed
collection of information is necessary
for the proper performance of the
functions of the Commission, including

35 http://www.bls.gov/oes/2099/
mayowe23.1011.htm.
36 http://www.bls.gov/oes/current/oes113031.htm.

whether the information will have
practical utility; (ii) evaluate the
accuracy of the Commission’s estimate
of the burden of the proposed collection
of information; (iii) determine whether
there are ways to enhance the quality,
utility, and clarity of the information to
be collected; and (iv) minimize the
burden of the collection of information
on those who are to respond, including
through the use of automated collection
techniques or other forms of information
technology.

Comments may be submitted directly
to the Office of Information and
Regulatory Affairs, by fax at (202) 395—
6566 or by e-mail at
OIRAsubmissions@omb.eop.gov. Please
provide the Commission with a copy of
submitted comments so that all
comments can be summarized and
addressed in the final rule preamble.
Refer to the Addresses section of this
notice of proposed rulemaking for
comment submission instructions to the
Commission.

A copy of the supporting statements
for the collections of information
discussed above may be obtained by
visiting RegInfo.gov. OMB is required to
make a decision concerning the
collection of information between 30
and 60 days after publication of this
document in the Federal Register.
Therefore, a comment is best assured of
having its full effect if OMB receives it
within 30 days of publication.

C. Cost-Benefit Analysis

Section 15(a) of the CEA 37 requires
the Commission to consider the costs
and benefits of its actions before issuing
a rulemaking under the CEA. By its
terms, section 15(a) does not require the
Commission to quantify the costs and
benefits of a new regulation or to
determine whether the benefits of the
rule outweigh its costs; rather, it
requires that the Commission “consider”
the costs and benefits of its actions.

Section 15(a) further specifies that
costs and benefits of a proposed
rulemaking shall be evaluated in light of
five broad areas of market and public
concern: (1) Protection of market
participants and the public; (2)
efficiency, competitiveness, and
financial integrity of futures markets; (3)
price discovery; (4) sound risk
management practices; and (5) other
public interest considerations. The
Commission may, in its discretion, give
greater weight to any one of the five
enumerated considerations and could,
in its discretion, determine that,
notwithstanding its costs, a particular
regulation was necessary or appropriate

377 U.S.C. 19(a).

to protect the public interest or to
effectuate any of the provisions or to
accomplish any of the purposes of the
CEA.

Summary of proposed requirements.
The proposed regulation would
implement new section 4s(i) of the CEA,
which was added by section 731 of the
Dodd-Frank Act. The proposed
regulation would establish certain swap
trading relationship documentation
requirements applicable to swap dealers
and major swap participants and related
recordkeeping obligations.

Costs. With respect to costs, the
Commission has determined that the
cost that would be borne by swap
dealers and major swap participants to
satisfy the new regulatory requirement
is far outweighed by the benefits that
would accrue to the financial system as
a whole as a result of the
implementation of the rule. The
Commission believes that the annual
cost burden per registrant ultimately
would be quite minimal as the
agreements it requires are likely to
become standardized and applicable to
most counterparties, thereby negating
the need for individual negotiation and
drafting. They also would be able to be
maintained using a registrant’s pre-
existing recordkeeping mechanisms.

Benefits. With respect to benefits, the
Commission believes that the proposed
regulation would ensure that swaps are
treated consistently in the event of an
appointment of the FDIC under either
Title II of the Dodd-Frank Act or the
FDIA. Providing the opportunity for
swap dealers, major swap participants,
and their counterparties to reach a
written agreement about events that will
transpire if the FDIC is appointed as
receiver under Title II of the Dodd-
Frank Act or the FDIA, will promote
legal certainty and lower litigation risk
at crucial times of market stress.
Therefore, the Commission believes it is
prudent to prescribe this proposed
regulation.

Public Comment. The Commission
invites public comment on its cost-
benefit considerations. Commentators
are also invited to submit any data or
other information that they may have
quantifying or qualifying the costs and
benefits of the proposed rules with their
comment letters.

List of Subjects in 17 CFR Part 23

Antitrust, Commodity futures,
Conduct standards, Conflict of Interests,
Major swap participants, Reporting and
recordkeeping, Swap dealers, Swaps.

For the reasons stated in this release,
the Commission proposes to amend 17
CFR part 23, as proposed to be added in
FR Doc. 2010-29024, published in the
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Federal Register on November 23, 2010
(75 FR 71379), and as proposed to be
amended elsewhere in this issue of the
Federal Register, as follows:

PART 23—SWAP DEALERS AND
MAJOR SWAP PARTICIPANTS

1. The authority citation for part 23 is
revised to read as follows:

Authority: 7 U.S.C. 1a, 2, 6, 6a, 6b, 6b-1,
6c, 6D, 6, 65, 6t, 9, 9a, 12, 12a, 13b, 13c, 164,
18, 19, 21.

2. Amend proposed § 23.504 by
adding paragraph (b)(5) to read as
follows:

§23.504 Swap trading relationship
documentation.
* * * * *

(b) * * *

(5) The swap trading relationship
documentation shall include written
documentation in which the
counterparties agree that in the event a
counterparty is a covered financial
company (as defined in section 201(a)(8)
of the Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform
and Consumer Protection Act) or an
insured depository institution (as
defined in 12 U.S.C. 1813) for which the
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation
(FDIC) has been appointed as a receiver
(the “covered party”):

(i) The counterparty that is not the
covered party may not exercise any right
that such counterparty that is not the
covered party has to terminate,
liquidate, or net any swap solely by
reason of the appointment of the FDIC
as receiver for the covered party (or the
insolvency or financial condition of the
covered party):

(A) Until 5 p.m. (U.S. eastern time) on
the business day following the date of
the such appointment; or

(B) After the counterparty that is not
the covered party has received notice
that the swap has been transferred
pursuant to section 210(c)(9)(A) of the
Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and
Consumer Protection Act or 12 U.S.C.
1821(e)(9)(A);

(ii) A transfer pursuant to section
210(c)(9)(A) of the Dodd-Frank Wall
Street Reform and Consumer Protection
Act or 12 U.S.C. 1821(e)(9)(A) may
include:

(A) All swaps between a counterparty
that is not a covered party, or any
affiliate of such counterparty that is not
a covered party, and the covered party;

(B) All claims of a counterparty that
is not a covered party, or any affiliate of
such counterparty that is not a covered
party, against the covered party under
any such swap (other than any claim
which, under the terms of any such
swap, is subordinated to the claims of

general unsecured creditors of such
covered party);

(C) All claims of the covered party
against a counterparty that is not a
covered party, or any affiliate of such
counterparty that is not a covered party,
under any such swap; and

(D) All property securing or any other
credit enhancement for any swap
described in paragraph (b)(5)(i)(A) of
this section or any claim described in
paragraphs (b)(5)(i)(B) or (C) of this
section under any such swap; and

(iii) The counterparty that is not the
covered party consents to any transfer
described in paragraph (b)(5)(ii) of this
section.

* * * * *

Issued in Washington, DC, on January 20,
2011 by the Commission.

David A. Stawick,
Secretary of the Commission.

Appendices To Swap Trading
Relationship Documentation
Requirements for Swap Dealers and
Major Swap Participants—
Commissioners Voting Summary and
Statements of Commissioners

Note: The following appendices will not
appear in the Code of Federal Regulations.

Appendix 1—Commissioners Voting
Summary

On this matter, Chairman Gensler and
Commissioners Dunn, Sommers and Chilton
voted in the affirmative; Commissioner
O’Malia voted in the negative.

Appendix 2—Statement of Chairman
Gary Gensler

I support the proposed rulemaking that
establishes documentation requirements for
swap dealers and major swap participants,
ensuring consistency with statutory
provisions in the event of an orderly
liquidation of a swap dealer or major swap
participant. The proposed regulation requires
the inclusion of a provision in the swap
trading relationship documentation that
would inform counterparties that, if a swap
dealer or major swap participant becomes a
covered financial company subject to the
resolution authority of the Federal Deposit
Insurance Corporation, there may be a one-
day stay on the ability of its counterparties
to terminate, liquidate or net their uncleared
swaps. The proposed rulemaking should
lower litigation risk during times of
significant market stress and promote an
orderly and effective resolution process for
large financial entities.

[FR Doc. 2011-2642 Filed 2—7-11; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6351-01-P

COMMODITY FUTURES TRADING
COMMISSION

17 CFR Part 23
RIN 3038—-AC96

Swap Trading Relationship
Documentation Requirements for
Swap Dealers and Major Swap
Participants

AGENCY: Commodity Futures Trading
Commission.

ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking.

SUMMARY: The Commodity Futures
Trading Commission (Commission or
CFTQ) is proposing regulations to
implement new statutory provisions
established under Title VII of the Dodd-
Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer
Protection Act (Dodd-Frank Act).
Section 731 of the Dodd-Frank Act
added a new section 4s(i) to the
Commodity Exchange Act (CEA), which
requires the Commission to prescribe
standards for swap dealers and major
swap participants related to the timely
and accurate confirmation, processing,
netting, documentation, and valuation
of swaps. The proposed rules would
establish requirements for swap trading
relationship documentation for swap
dealers and major swap participants.

DATES: Submit comments on or before
April 11, 2011.

ADDRESSES: You may submit comments,
identified by RIN number 3038—AC96
and Swap Trading Relationship
Documentation Requirements for Swap
Dealers and Major Swap Participants, by
any of the following methods:

e Agency Web site, via its Comments
Online process at http://
comments.cftc.gov. Follow the
instructions for submitting comments
through the Web site.

e Mail: David A. Stawick, Secretary of
the Commission, Commodity Futures
Trading Commission, Three Lafayette
Centre, 1155 21st Street, NW.,
Washington, DC 20581.

e Hand Delivery/Courier: Same as
mail above.

¢ Federal eRulemaking Portal: http://
www.regulations.gov. Follow the
instructions for submitting comments.

Please submit your comments using
only one method.

All comments must be submitted in
English, or if not, accompanied by an
English translation. Comments will be
posted as received to http://
www.cftc.gov. You should submit only
information that you wish to make
available publicly. If you wish the
Commission to consider information
that may be exempt from disclosure


http://www.regulations.gov
http://www.regulations.gov
http://comments.cftc.gov
http://comments.cftc.gov
http://www.cftc.gov
http://www.cftc.gov
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under the Freedom of Information Act,
a petition for confidential treatment of
the exempt information may be
submitted according to the established
procedures in § 145.9 of the
Commission’s regulations, 17 CFR
145.9.

The Commission reserves the right,
but shall have no obligation, to review,
pre-screen, filter, redact, refuse or
remove any or all of your submission
from http://www.cftc.gov that it may
deem to be inappropriate for
publication, such as obscene language.
All submissions that have been redacted
or removed that contain comments on
the merits of the rulemaking will be
retained in the public comment file and
will be considered as required under the
Administrative Procedure Act and other
applicable laws, and may be accessible
under the Freedom of Information Act.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Sarah E. Josephson, Associate Director,
202-418-5684, sjosephson@cftc.gov;
Frank N. Fisanich, Special Counsel,
202-418-5949, ffisanich@cftc.gov; or
Jocelyn Partridge, Special Counsel, 202—
418-5926, jpartridge@cftc.gov; Division
of Clearing and Intermediary Oversight,
Commodity Futures Trading
Commission, Three Lafayette Centre,
1155 21st Street, NW., Washington, DC
20581.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

I. Background

On July 21, 2010, President Obama
signed the Dodd-Frank Act.! Title VII of
the Dodd-Frank Act2 amended the
Commodity Exchange Act (CEA)3 to
establish a comprehensive regulatory
framework to reduce risk, increase
transparency, and promote market
integrity within the financial system by,
among other things: (1) Providing for the
registration and comprehensive
regulation of swap dealers and major
swap participants; (2) imposing clearing
and trade execution requirements on
standardized derivative products; (3)
creating rigorous recordkeeping and
real-time reporting regimes; and (4)
enhancing the Commission’s
rulemaking and enforcement authorities
with respect to all registered entities
and intermediaries subject to the
Commission’s oversight.

Section 731 of the Dodd-Frank Act
amends the CEA by adding a new

1 See Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and
Consumer Protection Act, Public Law 111-203, 124
Stat. 1376 (2010). The text of the Dodd-Frank Act
may be accessed at http://www.cftc.gov/
LawRegulation/OTCDERIVATIVES/index.htm.

2Pursuant to section 701 of the Dodd-Frank Act,
Title VII may be cited as the “Wall Street
Transparency and Accountability Act of 2010.”

37 U.S.C. 1 et seq.

section 4s, which sets forth a number of
requirements for swap dealers and
major swap participants. Specifically,
section 4s(i) of the CEA establishes
swap documentation standards for those
registrants.

Section 4s(i)(1) requires swap dealers
and major swap participants to
“conform with such standards as may be
prescribed by the Commission by rule or
regulation that relate to timely and
accurate confirmation, processing,
netting, documentation, and valuation
of all swaps.” Under section 4s(i)(2), the
Commission is required to adopt rules
“governing documentation standards for
swap dealers and major swap
participants.” The Commission is
proposing the regulations governing
swap documentation discussed below,
pursuant to the authority granted under
sections 4s(h)(1)(D), 4s(h)(3)(D), 4s(i),
and 8a(5) of the CEA.4 The Dodd-Frank
Act requires the Commission to
promulgate these provisions by July 15,
2011.5

The proposed regulations reflect
consultation with staff of the following
agencies: (i) The Securities and
Exchange Commission; (ii) the Board of
Governors of the Federal Reserve
System; (iii) the Office of the
Comptroller of the Currency; and (iv)
the Federal Deposit Insurance
Corporation. Staff from each of these
agencies has had the opportunity to
provide oral and/or written comments
to the proposal, and the proposed
regulations incorporate elements of the
comments provided.

In designing these rules, the
Commission has taken care to minimize
the burden on those parties that will not
be registered with the Commission as
swap dealers or major swap
participants. To the extent that market
participants believe that additional
measures should be taken to reduce the
burden or increase the benefits of
documenting swap transactions, the
Commission welcomes all comments.

II. Proposed Regulations

The proposed regulations would set
forth certain requirements for
documenting the swap trading
relationship between swap dealers,
major swap participants, and their
counterparties. Documentation of swaps
is a critical component of the bilaterally-

4 Section 8a(5) of the CEA authorizes the
Commission to promulgate such regulations as, in
the judgment of the Commission, are reasonably
necessary to effectuate any of the provisions or to
accomplish any of the purposes of the CEA.

5This is the sixth rulemaking to be proposed
regarding internal business conduct standards for
swap dealers and major swap participants. Prior
notices of proposed rulemaking are available on the
Commission’s Web site at http://www.cftc.gov.

traded, over-the-counter (OTC)
derivatives market and has been the
focus of significant domestic and
international attention in recent years.

A. Background on Documentation and
Standardization

The OTC derivatives markets
traditionally have been characterized by
privately negotiated transactions
entered into by two counterparties, in
which each party assumes and manages
the credit risk of the other. While OTC
derivatives are traded by a diverse set of
market participants, such as banks,
hedge funds, pension funds, and other
institutional investors, as well as
corporate, governmental, and other end-
users, a relatively few number of dealers
are, by far, the most significantly active
participants. As such, the default of a
dealer may result in significant losses
for the counterparties of that dealer,
either from the counterparty exposure to
the defaulting dealer or from the cost of
replacing the defaulted trades in times
of market stress.®

OTC derivatives market participants
typically have relied on the use of
industry standard legal documentation,
including master netting agreements,
definitions, schedules, and
confirmations, to document their swap
trading relationships. This industry
standard documentation, such as the
widely used ISDA Master Agreement
and related definitions, schedules, and
confirmations specific to particular asset
classes, offers a framework for
documenting the transactions between
counterparties for OTC derivatives
products.” The standard documentation
is designed to set forth the legal, trading,
and credit relationship between the
parties and to facilitate cross-product
netting of transactions in the event that
parties have to close-out their position
with one another.

One important method of addressing
the credit risk that arises from OTC
derivatives transactions is the use of
bilateral close-out netting. Parties seek
to achieve enforceable bilateral netting
by documenting all of their transactions
under master netting agreements.8
Following the occurrence of a default by
one of the counterparties (such as
bankruptcy or insolvency), the

6 See Financial Stability Board, “Implementing
OTC Derivatives Market Reforms: Report of the OTC
Derivatives Working Group,” (Oct. 10, 2010),
available at http://www.financialstabilityboard.org/
publications/r_101025.pdf.

7 The International Swaps and Derivatives
Association (ISDA) is a trade association for the
OTC derivatives industry (http://www.isda.org).

8 Enforceable bilateral netting arrangements are a
common commercial practice and are an important
part of risk management and minimization of
capital costs.


http://www.financialstabilityboard.org/publications/r_101025.pdf
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exposures from individual transactions
between the two parties are netted and
consolidated into a single net “lump
sum” obligation. A party’s overall
exposure is therefore limited to this net
sum. That exposure then may be offset
by the available collateral previously
provided being applied against the net
exposure. As such, it is critical that the
netting provisions between the parties
are legally enforceable and that the
collateral may be used to meet the net
exposure. In recognition of the risk-
reducing benefits of close-out netting,
many jurisdictions provide favorable
treatment of netting arrangements in
bankruptcy,?® and favorable capital and
accounting treatment to parties that
have enforceable netting agreements in
place.10

There is also a risk that inadequate
documentation of open swap
transactions could result in collateral
and legal disputes, thereby exposing
counterparties to significant
counterparty credit risk. By way of
contrast, adequate documentation
between counterparties offers a
framework for establishing the trading
relationship between the parties. The
use of common legal documentation
also encourages standardization of
traded products. This, in turn, may
facilitate central clearing and trading as
sufficient standardization is a
prerequisite for central clearing and
trading on an exchange or electronic
platform.

In response to the global economic
crisis, in September 2009, G20 Leaders
agreed in Pittsburgh to critical elements
relating to OTC derivatives reform,
including a provision that “[a]ll
standardized OTC derivative contracts
should be traded on exchanges or
electronic trading platforms, where
appropriate, and cleared through central
counterparties. * * *”11In June 2010 in
Toronto, the G-20 Leaders reaffirmed
this commitment, and expressly stated
their objective of increasing
standardization in the OTC derivatives
markets.12 With the passage of the

9 See e.g., 11 U.S.C. 561 (protecting contractual
right to terminate, liquidate, accelerate, or offset
under a master netting agreement and across
contracts).

10 See 12 CFR 3, Appendix C; 12 CFR 208,
Appendix F; 12 CFR 225, Appendix G; and 12 CFR
325, Appendix D (banking regulations regarding
qualifying master netting agreements).

11 See Group of Twenty, “Leaders’ Statement: The
Pittsburgh Summit,” (Sept. 24-25, 2009), available
at http://www.pittsburghsummit.gov/mediacenter/
129639.htm.

12 See The G—-20 Toronto Summit Declaration
(Jun. 26-27, 2010), available at

http://www.g20.utoronto.ca/2010/

820 _declaration_en.pdf. In Annex II, the declaration
stated, “We pledged to work in a coordinated
manner to accelerate the implementation of over-

Dodd-Frank Act in July 2010, Congress
expressly recognized the link between
standardized swaps and clearing, as
well.13

In addition, increasing
standardization of swap documentation
should improve the market in a number
of other ways, including: Facilitating
automated processing of transactions;
increasing the fungibility of the
contracts, which enables greater market
liquidity; improving valuation and risk
management; increasing the reliability
of price information; reducing the
number of problems in matching trades;
and facilitating reporting to swap data
repositories.1#

Product and process standardization
are also key conditions for increased
automation and central clearing of OTC
derivatives. As a result of targeted
supervisory encouragement since
2005,5 credit derivative market
participants have standardized CDS
product design and post-trade processes
in tandem, leading to greater operational
efficiencies, encouraging higher
volumes of standardized transactions,
and most significantly, providing the
requisite operational environment for
the implementation of centralized risk-
reducing infrastructure, including
central counterparty clearing.

Many standardized processes have
been established for CDS legal
documentation and trading conventions,
and in turn, the standardization of
product design has enabled market
participants to implement infrastructure
that automates and centralizes trading,
recordkeeping, trade compression, and
clearing. For example, the
standardization of coupons in the

the-counter (OTC) derivatives regulation and
supervision and to increase transparency and
standardization.”

13Tt is expected that the standardized, plain
vanilla, high volume swaps contracts—which
according to the Treasury Department are about 90
percent of the $600 trillion swaps market—will be
subject to mandatory clearing.” 156 Cong. Rec.
S$5921 (daily ed. Jul. 15, 2010) (statement of Sen.
Lincoln).

14 These benefits were articulated by the
Financial Stability Board’s OTC Derivatives
Working Group in its report, “Implementing OTC
Derivatives Market Reforms,” (Oct. 10, 2010),
available at http://www.financialstabilityboard.org/
publications/r_101025.pdf.

15 Since 2005, the Federal Reserve Bank of New
York (FRBNY) has led a targeted, supervisory effort
to enhance operational efficiency and performance
in the OTC derivatives market, among other things,
by increasing standardization. Known as the OTC
Derivatives Supervisors’ Group (ODSG), the FRBNY
leads an on-going effort with OTC derivatives
dealers’ primary supervisors, trade associations,
industry utilities, and private vendors, through
which market participants (including buy-side
participants) regularly set goals and commitments
to bring infrastructure, market design, and risk
management improvements to all OTC derivatives
asset classes.

single-name CDS product was largely
motivated by the desire to create an
efficient process for offsetting contracts.
The market-wide adoption of fixed
coupons allowed single-name CDS
instruments to be centrally cleared, in
effect standardizing counterparty credit
risk management in these products. The
“Big Bang Protocol” further standardized
a number of critical operational
processes.16 The protocol: (i)
“Hardwired” a standard auction
mechanism into CDS trading
documentation, eliminating the need for
ad hoc protocols; (ii) incorporated the
resolutions of the ISDA Determinations
Committees into the terms of standard
CDS documentation; and (iii) instituted
a common standard effective date for
CDS transactions. Codifying key
standardized processes into CDS
products has brought greater certainty to
managing the risk of CDS transactions
and has provided the structural
foundation for greater automation,
higher volumes in standardized
transactions, and ultimately the
establishment of centralized risk-
reducing infrastructure, such as central
counterparties.

B. Proposed Swap Trading Relationship
Documentation Rule

To promote the “timely and accurate
* * * documentation * * * ofall
swaps” under § 4s(i)(1) of the CEA,
proposed § 23.504(a) would require that
swap dealers and major swap
participants establish, maintain, and
enforce written policies and procedures
reasonably designed to ensure that each
swap dealer or major swap participant
and its counterparties have agreed in
writing to all of the terms governing
their swap trading relationship and have
executed all agreements required by
proposed § 23.504.

Proposed § 23.504(b)(1) would specify
that the swap trading relationship
documentation include written
agreement by the parties on terms
relating to payment obligations, netting
of payments, events of default or other
termination events, netting of
obligations upon termination, transfer of
rights and obligations, governing law,
valuation, and dispute resolution
procedures. Proposed § 23.504(b)(2)
would establish that all confirmations of
swap transactions, as required under
previously proposed § 23.501, would be
considered to be part of the required
swap trading relationship
documentation.

16 See 2009 ISDA Credit Derivatives
Determinations Committees and Auction Settlement
CDS Protocol, available at: http://www.isda.org/
bigbangprot/docs/Big-Bang-Protocol.pdf.
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Swap trading relationship
documentation under proposed
§23.504(b)(3)(i) and (ii) also would
include credit support arrangements
containing initial and variation margin
requirements at least as high as those set
by the Commission (for swap dealers
and major swap participants that are not
banks) and by prudential regulators (for
entities that are banks). These credit
support arrangements also would be
required to identify the forms of eligible
assets that may be used as margin and
asset valuation haircuts.

Under proposed § 23.504(b)(3)(iii) and
(iv), the credit support arrangements
between swap dealers and major swap
participants would include
documentation of the treatment of any
assets used as margin for uncleared
swaps. These provisions are intended to
work together with the rules previously
proposed under section 4s(l) of the
CEA,17 and thus require documentation
as to whether the funds and other
property are to be segregated with an
independent third party, in accordance
with § 23.601(e). The provisions also are
designed to work together with rules to
be proposed under section 4s(e) of the
CEA that relate to margin requirements.

Under § 23.601, as previously
proposed, swap dealers and major swap
participants trading uncleared swaps
would be required to notify each
counterparty that the counterparty has
the right to require segregation of the
funds or other property that it supplies
as “initial margin,” a term defined in
previously proposed § 23.600.18 At the
request of the counterparty, the swap
dealer or major swap participant would
be required to segregate such initial
margin with an independent third party.
Under section 4s(l) of the CEA, this
segregation requirement would not
apply to variation margin payments.
Proposed § 23.602(a)(2), however,
would permit the swap dealer or major
swap participant and the counterparty
to agree that variation margin also may
be held in a segregated account. Under
proposed § 23.601(e), swap dealers and
major swap participants would notify
each counterparty of the opportunity to
revisit their segregation decision once
per calendar year.

Swap dealers and major swap
participants also must comply with

17 See 75 FR 75432, Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking, Protection of Collateral of
Counterparties to Uncleared Swaps; Treatment of
Securities in a Portfolio Margining Account in a
Commodity Broker Bankruptcy, Dec. 3, 2010.

18 See 75 FR 75438 (“Initial margin means money,
securities, or property posted by a party to a swap
as performance bond to cover potential future
exposures arising from changes in the market value
of the position.”).

proposed § 23.603(a), which would
provide that segregated initial margin
may only be invested consistent with
the standards for investment of
customer funds that the Commission
applies to exchange-traded futures (see
§1.25 of Commission regulations), and
with proposed § 23.603(b), which would
provide that swap dealers and major
swap participants and their
counterparties may enter into any
commercial arrangement, in writing,
regarding the investment of segregated
initial margin and the related allocation
of the gains and losses resulting from
such investments. The Commission
anticipates that documentation of the
foregoing matters would be included in
the trading relationship documentation
required pursuant to proposed

§ 23.504(b)(3)(iii).

Swap dealers and major swap
participants could maintain standard
templates for documenting their trading
relationships as a way of complying
with the requirements of § 23.504. The
Commission would also consider it a
sound practice for swap dealers and
major swap participants to require
senior management in the business
trading and risk management units to
approve all templates, and any material
modifications to them. The Commission
recognizes the work that the industry
has undertaken over the past several
years to update and standardize the
documentation it relies upon for various
asset classes, and the Commission
encourages market participants to adopt
standardized confirmation templates,
standardized master confirmation
agreements,9 standardized product
definitions, and other standardized
documentation developed by the
industry. Standardized documentation
and definitions promote standardized
products, which may lead to greater
liquidity and more efficient pricing. In
addition, increased product
standardization may bring systemic risk-
reduction benefits as the risks
associated with standardized products

19 Standard Master Confirmation Agreements that
have been published include:

2004 Sovereign Master Credit Derivatives
Confirmation Agreement.

2003 Master Credit Derivatives Confirmation
Agreement (Asia-Pacific).

2003 Master Credit Derivatives Confirmation
Agreement (European-North American).

2009 Americas Master Equity Derivatives
Confirmation Agreement.

2008 Americas Master Designated/Exchange-
Traded Contract Option Confirmation Agreement.

2007 Americas Master Variance Swap
Confirmation Agreement.

2004 Americas Interdealer Master Equity
Derivatives Confirmation Agreement.

are better understood by the entire
marketplace.

C. Proposed Swap Valuation Provisions

Swap valuation disputes have long
been recognized as a significant problem
in the OTC derivatives market.2° The
ability to determine definitively the
value of a swap at any given time lies
at the center of many of the OTC
derivatives market reforms contained in
the Dodd-Frank Act and is a cornerstone
of risk management. Swap valuation is
also crucial for determining capital and
margin requirements applicable to swap
dealers and major swap participants and
therefore plays a primary role in risk
mitigation for uncleared swaps.

The Commission recognizes that swap
valuation is not always an easy task. In
some instances, there is widespread
agreement on valuation methodologies
and the source of formula inputs for
frequently traded swaps. These swaps
are the proverbial “low-hanging fruit,”
and many have been accepted for
clearing (i.e., commonly traded interest
rate swaps and credit default swaps).
However, parties often dispute
valuations of thinly traded swaps where
there is not widespread agreement on
valuation methodologies or the source
for formula inputs. Many of these swaps
are thinly traded either because of their
limited use as risk management tools or
because they are simply too customized
to have comparable counterparts in the
market. As many of these swaps are
valued by dealers internally by
“marking-to-model,” their counterparties
may dispute the inputs and
methodologies used in the model. As
uncleared swaps are bilateral, privately
negotiated contracts, on-going swap
valuation for purposes of initial and
variation margin calculation and swap
terminations or novations, has also been
largely a process of on-going negotiation
between the parties. The inability to
agree on the value of a swap became
especially acute during the 2007-2009
financial crisis when there was
widespread failure of the market inputs
needed to value many swaps.2?

20 See ISDA Collateral Committee, “Commentary
to the Outline of the 2009 ISDA Protocol for
Resolution of Disputed Collateral Calls,” June 2,
2009 (stating “Disputed margin calls have increased
significantly since late 2007, and especially during
2008 have been the driver of large (sometimes > $1
billion) uncollateralized exposures between
professional firms.”).

21 The failure of the market to set a price for
mortgage-backed securities led to wide disparities
in the valuation of CDS referencing mortgage-
backed securities (especially collateralized debt
obligations). Such wide disparities led to large
collateral calls from dealers on AIG, hastening its
downfall. See CBS News, “Calling AIG? Internal
Docs Reveal Company Silent About Dozens Of
Collateral Calls,” Jun. 23, 2009, available at:
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The Commission believes that
prudent risk management requires that
market participants be able to value
their own swaps in a predictable and
objective manner; the failure to do so
may lead to systemic risk. Accordingly,
to promote the “timely and accurate
* * * yaluation of all swaps” under
§ 4s(i)(1) of the CEA, proposed
§ 23.504(b)(4) would require that the
swap trading documentation include
written documentation in which the
parties agree on the methods,
procedures, rules and inputs for
determining the value of each swap at
any time from execution to the
termination, maturity, or expiration of
the swap. The agreed methods,
procedures, rules and inputs would be
required to constitute a complete and
independently verifiable methodology
for valuing each swap entered into
between the parties. Proposed
§ 23.504(b)(4)(iii) would require that the
methodology include complete
alternative methods for determining the
value of the swap in the event that one
or more inputs to the methodology
become unavailable or fail, such as
during times of market stress or
illiquidity. All agreements on valuation
would be considered part of the swap
trading relationship documentation.

This proposed rule is an important
complement to previously proposed
§ 23.502 (portfolio reconciliation),
which requires swap dealers and major
swap participants to resolve a dispute
over the valuation of a swap within one
business day. By requiring agreement
with each counterparty on the methods
and inputs for valuation of each swap,
it is expected that § 23.504(b)(4) will
assist swap dealers and major swap
participants to resolve valuation
disputes in a timely manner, thereby
reducing risk.

D. Submission of Swaps for Clearing

Under proposed § 23.504(b)(6), upon
acceptance of a swap by a registered
derivatives clearing organization (DCO),
each swap dealer and major swap
participant would be required to create
a record containing certain items of
information,22 along with a statement
that in accordance with the rules of the
DCO, the original swap is extinguished
and is replaced by equal and opposite
swaps between clearing members and

http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2009/06/23/
cbsnews_investigates/main5106672.shtml.

22 Such information includes the date and time
the swap was accepted for clearing, the name of the
DCO clearing the swap, the name of the clearing
member clearing the swap for the swap dealer or
major swap participant, and, if known, the name of
the clearing member clearing the swap for the
counterparty.

the DCO. This provision would require
that all terms of the cleared swap
conform to the templates established
under the DCO’s rules, and that all
terms of the swap, as carried on the
books of the clearing member, conform
to the terms of the cleared swap
established under the DCO’s rules.

Proposed § 23.504(b)(6), while
addressing the issues prescribed under
§4s(i)(1) of the CEA, is intended to
correspond to proposed § 39.12(b)(4).23
The purpose of these provisions is to
encourage the standardization of swaps
and to avoid differences that could
compromise the benefits of clearing
between the terms of a swap as carried
at the DCO level and at the clearing
member level. Any such differences
would raise both customer protection
and systemic risk concerns. From a
customer protection standpoint, if the
terms of the swap at the customer level
differ from those at the clearing level,
then the customer will not receive the
full transparency and liquidity benefits
of clearing, and legal and basis risk will
be introduced into the customer
position. Similarly, from a systemic
perspective, any differences could
diminish overall price discovery and
liquidity and increase uncertainties and
unnecessary costs into the insolvency
resolution process. Standardizing the
terms of a swap upon clearing would
facilitate trading and promote the
mitigation of risk for all participants in
the swap markets.

Standardization also will impose
structure on the general economic
function of the contract and will
facilitate automated processing and the
ability for participants to replicate the
trade easily. This allows market
participants to trade in and out of
contracts easily and lowers transaction
costs, which in turn enables greater
market liquidity and expansion of the
market to more participants.

E. Documentation Audit and
Recordkeeping

In keeping with prudent risk
management, § 23.504(c) would require
an annual audit of the swap trading
relationship documentation required by
§23.504 to ensure compliance with
approved documentation policies and
procedures and Commission
regulations. Proposed § 23.504(d) would
require swap dealers and major swap
participants to keep records in
compliance with this section.

23 The proposed Notice of Proposed Rulemaking,
Risk Management Requirements for Derivatives
Clearing Organizations under part 39 are available
on the Commission’s Web site at http://
www.cftc.gov.

F. Reporting Swap Valuation Disputes

Proposed § 23.504(e) would require
that swap dealers and major swap
participants promptly notify the
Commission, any applicable prudential
regulator, and the Securities and
Exchange Commission with regard to
security-based swap agreements if any
swap valuation dispute is not resolved
within one business day, if the dispute
is with a counterparty that is a swap
dealer or major swap participant; or
within five business days, if the dispute
is with a counterparty that is not a swap
dealer or major swap participant. This
proposed rule would complement
previously proposed § 23.502, which
requires portfolio reconciliation and
resolution of valuation disputes. It also
would allow authorities to recognize
and respond to outstanding swap
valuation disputes, which if left
uncollateralized, may lead to systemic
risk.

G. Proposed End User Exception
Documentation Rule

Proposed § 23.505 would work
together with the swap data
recordkeeping and reporting
requirements rules and end-user
exception to mandatory clearing rules,
both previously proposed by the
Commission.2¢ Under these previously
proposed rules, “a swap otherwise
subject to mandatory clearing is subject
to an elective exception from clearing if
one party to the swap is not a financial
entity, is using the swaps to hedge or
mitigate commercial risk, and notifies
the Commission * * * how it generally
meets its financial obligations
associated with entering into non-
cleared swaps (the ‘end-user clearing
exception’).” 25 Under previously
proposed § 39.6, the end-user clearing
exception is elected by providing ten
additional items of information to a
swap data repository (SDR) through a
“check-the-box notification process.” 26
As explained in the swap data
recordkeeping and reporting rules, swap
dealers and major swap participants
will have the responsibility for reporting
to SDRs “with respect to the majority of
swaps.” 27 In order to ensure that swap
dealers and major swap participants
comply with all mandatory clearing
requirements and in light of their
unique reporting obligations, it is
critical that they possess documentation

24 See Swap Data Recordkeeping and Reporting
Requirements, 75 FR 76573, Dec. 8, 2010, and End-
User Exception to Mandatory Clearing of Swaps, 75
FR 80747, Dec. 23, 2010.

2575 FR at 80748.

26 75 FR at 80749 and 80755.

2775 FR at 76593; see also section 4r of the CEA.


http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2009/06/23/cbsnews_investigates/main5106672.shtml
http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2009/06/23/cbsnews_investigates/main5106672.shtml
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sufficient to support a reasonable belief
that their counterparties meet the
statutory requirements for electing an
exception from mandatory clearing.
Accordingly, the Commission is
proposing § 23.505.

Proposed § 23.505 would require
swap dealers and major swap
participants to obtain documentation
from any counterparty seeking to
exercise its rights under the end-user
clearing exception from the mandatory
clearing requirement under section
2h(7) of the CEA. For swaps subject to
the mandatory clearing requirement, the
proposed rule would require that swap
dealers and major swap participants
comply with any mandatory clearing
requirement by obtaining
documentation sufficient to provide the
swap dealer or major swap participant
with a reasonable basis to believe that
its counterparty meets the statutory
conditions required for an exception
from a mandatory clearing requirement,
as defined in section 2h(7) of the CEA.

H. Application of Proposed Regulations
to Existing Swap Documentation

The Commission recognizes that
amending all existing trading
relationship documentation would
present a substantial undertaking for the
market. Therefore, the Commission
invites comment on the implementation
of proposed § 23.504. While much of the
existing swap documentation among
swap dealers, major swap participants,
and their counterparties likely would be
in compliance with § 23.504(b), the
Commission requests comment on an
appropriate interval following the
effective date of the regulations after
which to require compliance. This
interval is expected to be somewhat
shorter for swap documentation among
swap dealers and major swap
participants, and somewhat longer for
swap documentation between swap
dealers, major swap participants, and
counterparties that are not swap dealers
or major swap participants.

The Commission also recognizes that
many swap dealers and major swap
participants may have dormant trading
relationships with counterparties where
swap documentation has been executed,
but no trades are presently in effect
thereunder or there are trades that will
run-off over a short period of time, and
there is no intention to enter into new
trades. Therefore, the Commission
invites comment on whether to provide
a safe harbor for dormant trading
relationships.

I. Comment Requested

The Commission requests comment
on all aspects of proposed §§ 23.504 and

23.505. The Commission recognizes that
there will be differences in the size and
scope of the business of particular swap
dealers and major swap participants.
Therefore, comments are solicited on
whether certain provisions of the
proposed regulations should be
modified or adjusted to reflect the
differences among swap dealers and
major swap participants or differences
among asset classes. In particular, the
Commission requests comment on the
following questions:

¢ How long would swap dealers and
major swap participants require to bring
their existing documentation into
compliance with § 23.5047 Will
compliance take less time for existing
documentation between such registrants
and longer for existing documentation
between registrants and non-registrants?
Would three months following the
effective date of the rules be long
enough for registrants to bring existing
documentation among themselves into
compliance? Would six months
following the effective date of the rules
be long enough for registrants to bring
existing documentation with non-
registrants into compliance?

e Should §23.504 include a safe
harbor for swaps entered into on, or
subject to the rules of, a board of trade
designated as a contract market?

e Should § 23.504 require that the
governing body of each swap dealer or
major swap participant approve the
policies and procedures for agreeing
with each counterparty to all the terms
governing the trading relationship?

e Should any other aspects of the
trading relationship be required to be
included in § 23.5047?

e Should the requirement for
agreement on events of default or
termination events be further defined?
For example, should parties be required
to specify all cross default implications
and potential claims with regard to their
respective affiliates and any other
present or future debt obligations or
transactions?

e Should § 23.504 specifically
delineate the types of payment
obligation terms that must be included
in the trading relationship
documentation?

¢ Should specific requirements for
dispute resolution be included in
§23.504 (such as time limits), and if so,
what requirements are appropriate for
all swaps?

¢ Should the valuation agreement in
§ 23.504(b)(4) require greater specificity?
If so, what level of detail should be
required?

e Should the valuation methodology
provision in § 23.504(b)(4) expressly
prohibit use of internal and/or

proprietary inputs and methods and if
not, why are inputs and methods
developed and verifiable only by one
party to the swap transaction acceptable
given the safety and soundness and
transparency objectives of the Dodd-
Frank Act?

e If internal and/or proprietary inputs
or procedures are permitted under
§ 23.504(b)(4), should the swap dealer or
major swap participant be required to
disclose such information and the
sources thereof to the counterparty and
regulators in sufficient detail for them to
undertake comparative analysis of such
information and verify the valuation
calculations?

e Under proposed § 23.504(b)(6)(v),
should all the terms of the cleared swap
be required to conform to the templates
established by the DCO or are there
particular terms or rights under the
swap that could be retained without
prejudice to the need to standardize
swaps for the purposes of clearing?

e Is the requirement that each swap
dealer and major swap participant
conduct an independent internal or
external audit of no less than 5% of the
swap trading relationship
documentation required by the rule
executed during the previous twelve
month period appropriate?

e Would a failure of swap trading
relationship documentation to comply
with the requirements of proposed
§ 23.504 create uncertainty regarding the
enforceability of swaps transacted under
such non-compliant documentation? If
so, how should this uncertainty be
addressed in the rules?

e Are the requirements of proposed
§ 23.505 appropriate? How should swap
dealers and major swap participants
verify that their counterparties are
properly claiming an exception from a
given mandatory clearing requirement?

e Are there any anticompetitive
implications to the proposed rules? If
so, how could the proposed rules be
implemented to achieve the purposes of
the CEA in a less anticompetitive
manner?

II1. Related Matters

A. Regulatory Flexibility Act

The Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA)
requires that agencies consider whether
the rules they propose will have a
significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities.28
The Commission previously has
established certain definitions of “small
entities” to be used in evaluating the
impact of its regulations on small
entities in accordance with the RFA.29

285 U.S.C. 601 et seq.
2947 FR 18618, Apr. 30, 1982.
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The proposed rules would affect swap
dealers and major swap participants.

Swap dealers and major swap
participants are new categories of
registrants. Accordingly, the
Commission has not previously
addressed the question of whether such
persons are, in fact, small entities for
purposes of the RFA. The Commission
previously has determined, however,
that futures commission merchants
should not be considered to be small
entities for purposes of the RFA.30 The
Commission’s determination was based,
in part, upon the obligation of futures
commission merchants to meet the
minimum financial requirements
established by the Commission to
enhance the protection of customers’
segregated funds and protect the
financial condition of futures
commission merchants generally.31 Like
futures commission merchants, swap
dealers will be subject to minimum
capital and margin requirements and are
expected to comprise the largest global
financial firms. The Commission is
required to exempt from swap dealer
designation any entities that engage in
a de minimis level of swaps dealing in
connection with transactions with or on
behalf of customers. The Commission
anticipates that this exemption would
tend to exclude small entities from
registration. Accordingly, for purposes
of the RFA for this rulemaking, the
Commission is hereby proposing that
swap dealers not be considered “small
entities” for essentially the same reasons
that futures commission merchants have
previously been determined not to be
small entities and in light of the
exemption from the definition of swap
dealer for those engaging in a de
minimis level of swap dealing.

The Commission also has previously
determined that large traders are not
“small entities” for RFA purposes.32 In
that determination, the Commission
considered that a large trading position
was indicative of the size of the
business. Major swap participants, by
statutory definition, maintain
substantial positions in swaps or
maintain outstanding swap positions
that create substantial counterparty
exposure that could have serious
adverse effects on the financial stability
of the United States banking system or
financial markets. Accordingly, for
purposes of the RFA for this
rulemaking, the Commission is hereby
proposing that major swap participants
not be considered “small entities” for
essentially the same reasons that large

30]d. at 18619.
31]d.
32]d. at 18620.

traders have previously been
determined not to be small entities.
Moreover, the Commission is carrying
out Congressional mandates by
proposing this regulation. Specifically,
the Commission is proposing these
regulations to comply with the Dodd-
Frank Act, the aim of which is to reduce
systemic risk presented by swap dealers
and swap market participants through
comprehensive regulation. The
Commission does not believe that there
are regulatory alternatives to those being
proposed that would be consistent with
the statutory mandate. Accordingly, the
Chairman, on behalf of the Commission,
hereby certifies pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
605(b) that the proposed rules will not
have a significant economic impact on
a substantial number of small entities.

B. Paperwork Reduction Act

The Paperwork Reduction Act
(PRA) 33 imposes certain requirements
on Federal agencies (including the
Commission) in connection with their
conducting or sponsoring any collection
of information as defined by the PRA.
This proposed rulemaking would result
in new collection of information
requirements within the meaning of the
PRA. The Commission therefore is
submitting this proposal to the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB) for
review in accordance with 44 U.S.C.
3507(d) and 5 CFR 1320.11. The title for
this collection of information is “Swap
Trading Relationship Documentation
Requirements for Swap Dealers and
Major Swap Participants.” An agency
may not conduct or sponsor, and a
person is not required to respond to, a
collection of information unless it
displays a currently valid control
number. The OMB has not yet assigned
this collection a control number.

The collection of information under
these proposed rules is necessary to
implement new section 4s(i) the CEA,
which expressly requires the
Commission to adopt rules governing
documentation standards for swap
dealers and major swap participants and
explicitly obligates such registrants to
conform to the documentation standards
established by the Commission. The
required recordkeeping is particularly
essential to ensuring that each swap
dealer and major swap participant
documents all of the terms of its swap
trading relationships with its
counterparties. Obligating certain swap
market participants to memorialize, in
writing, their mutual agreement with
respect to margin requirements, margin
assets, payment and netting, termination
events, the calculation and netting of

3344 U.S.C. 3501 et seq.

obligations upon termination, transfer of
rights and obligations, governing law,
valuation methods and inputs, and
dispute resolution procedures would
decrease the likelihood of significant
counterparty disputes; promote
transaction standardization; enhance the
parties’ abilities to engage in risk-
reducing exercises such as bilateral
offset, portfolio reconciliation, and
portfolio compression; provide for more
timely and orderly resolution of events
of default; and enhance the stability of
the market place as a whole. The
proposed regulations also would ensure
that certain important information
regarding cleared swaps would be
preserved and would assist in ensuring
compliance with the mandatory clearing
requirements of the Act and
Commission regulations by requiring
the maintenance of documentation
demonstrating that the statutory
conditions for an exception to those
requirements have been satisfied. The
reporting requirement established by the
proposed rules would ensure that the
Commission is provided with timely
notification of swap valuation disputes
that relevant market participants have
been unable to resolve promptly.

The proposed regulation would be an
important part of the Commission’s
regulatory program for swap dealers and
major swap participants. The
information required to be preserved
would be used by representatives of the
Commission and any examining
authority responsible for reviewing the
activities of the swap dealer or major
swap participant to ensure compliance
with the CEA and applicable
Commission regulations.

If the proposed regulations are
adopted, responses to this collection of
information would be mandatory. The
Commission will protect proprietary
information according to the Freedom of
Information Act and 17 CFR part 145,
“Commission Records and Information.”
In addition, section 8(a)(1) of the CEA
strictly prohibits the Commission,
unless specifically authorized by the
CEA, from making public “data and
information that would separately
disclose the business transactions or
market positions of any person and
trade secrets or names of customers.”
The Commission also is required to
protect certain information contained in
a government system of records
according to the Privacy Act of 1974, 5
U.S.C. 552a.

1. Information Provided By Reporting
Entities/Persons

Proposed § 23.504 generally would
require swap dealers and major swap
participants to develop and retain
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written swap trading relationship
documentation (including the parties’
agreement with respect to the terms
specified in the regulation; credit
support arrangements; valuation
methods, procedures and inputs;
records of important information
regarding their cleared swaps; and
written policies and procedures for
maintaining the documentation required
by the proposed rule). It also would
require swap dealers and major swap
participants to report to the Commission
and, as applicable, to the Securities and
Exchange Commission or prudential
regulators, swap valuation disputes that
have not been resolved between the
parties within designated time frames.
Proposed § 23.505 would require swap
dealers and major swap participants to
obtain documentation sufficient to
provide a reasonable basis on which to
believe that a counterparty meets the
statutory conditions necessary for an
exception from the mandatory clearing
requirements, where applicable.

The information collection burden
associated with the proposed
regulations is estimated to be 6,168
hours per year, at an initial annual cost
of $684,300 for each swap dealer and
major swap participant. The aggregate
information collection burden is
estimated to be 1,850,400 hours per
year, at an initial annual aggregate cost
of $205,290,000. Burden means the total
time, effort or financial resources
expended by persons to generate,
maintain, retain, disclose, or provide
information to or for a Federal agency.
The Commission has characterized the
annual costs as initial costs as the
Commission anticipates that the cost
burdens will be reduced dramatically
over time as the agreements and other
records required by the proposed
regulations become increasingly
standardized within the industry.

The Commission anticipates that the
majority of the information collection
burden would arise from the
recordkeeping obligations contained in
§ 23.504(b). Proposed § 23.504(b) would
require each swap dealer and major
swap participant to create and maintain
written trading relationship
documentation that contains the parties’
agreement with respect to all of the
terms of the parties’ trading relationship
including, without limitation, the terms
delineated in § 23.504(b)(1); the parties’
credit support arrangements, including
the margin-related terms described in
§ 23.504(b)(3); and the parties’
agreement with respect to the particular
procedures and inputs that will be used
to determine the value of a swap from
execution to termination, maturity, or
expiration in a manner that can be

independently replicated as required by
§ 23.504(b)(4). It also requires swap
dealers and major swap participants to
make and maintain records of cleared
swaps containing the data contained in
proposed § 23.504(b)(6).

Maintenance of written credit support
arrangements and other trading
relationship documentation that contain
the terms required to be memorialized
by the proposed §§ 23.504(b)(1) and (3)
is prudent business practice and the
Commission anticipates that swap
dealers and major swap participants
already maintain some form of this
documentation with each of their
counterparties in the ordinary course of
their business. Moreover, proposed
§ 23.504(b)(2) provides that the swap
transaction confirmations described
under previously proposed § 23.501
would be considered part of the parties’
trading relationship documentation and
thus, pre-existing swap confirmations
that include the terms required by
§ 23.504 would obviate the need for the
parties to develop new documentation
with respect to those terms.34
Accordingly, any additional
expenditure related to §§ 23.504(b)(1)
and (3) likely would be limited to the
time initially required to review and, as
needed, to re-negotiate and amend,
existing trading relationship
documentation to ensure that it
encompasses all of the required terms
and to develop a system for maintaining
any newly created records. Many of the
amended provisions are likely to apply
to multiple counterparties, thereby
reducing the per counterparty hour
burden.

With respect to the valuation
agreement requirement established by
proposed § 23.504(b)(4), the
Commission believes that swap dealers
and major swap participants are likely
to have existing, internal mechanisms
for valuing their swaps transactions and
thus, the hour burden associated with
this obligation would be limited to the
time needed to negotiate agreements
with counterparties on mutually
acceptable valuation methods, should
their individual valuation procedures
differ, and to commit the agreement to
writing as part of the parties’ swap
trading relationship documentation. It is
likely that the need for new valuation
agreements may be limited further to
instances of complex or highly
customized swaps transactions, as the

34 The information collection burden associated
with the maintenance of confirmations of swaps
transactions was calculated and accounted for in
previously proposed regulations. See Confirmation,
Portfolio Reconciliation, and Portfolio Compression
Requirements for Swap Dealers and Major Swap
Participants, 75 FR 81519, Dec. 28, 2010.

valuation methods for “plain vanilla”
swaps are likely to be somewhat
standardized.

The Commission estimates the initial
annual hour burden associated with
negotiating, drafting, and maintaining
the swap trading relationship
documentation described above that is
required by proposed § 23.504(b)
(excluding the cleared swap records
required by proposed § 23.504(b)(6)), to
be 10 hours per counterparty, or an
average of 5,400 hours per swap dealer
or major swap participant. As stated
above, the Commission expects that this
annual per registrant burden would be
reduced considerably over time as there
would be little need to modify the swap
trading relationship documentation on
an ongoing basis. Once a swap dealer or
major swap participant modifies its pre-
existing documentation with each of its
counterparties, the annual burden
associated with the swap trading
relationship documentation would be
minimal. In addition, because all swap
dealers and major swap participants
would be required to maintain the swap
trading relationship documentation
established by the proposed regulation,
the Commission believes that it is likely
that many of the terms of such
documentation would become
progressively more standardized within
the industry, further reducing the
bilateral negotiation and drafting
responsibilities associated with the
regulation.

With respect to the required records
of cleared swaps, the Commission
estimates that swap dealers and major
swap participants will spend an average
of 2 hours per trading day, or 504 hours
per year, maintaining the required data
for these transactions. The Commission
notes that the specific information
required for each transaction is limited
and is of the type that would be
maintained in a prudent market
participant’s ordinary course of
business. The Commission also notes
that the statement required to be
preserved for each cleared swap likely
would become common to each
derivatives clearing organization.

In addition to the above, the
Commission anticipates that swap
dealers and major swap participants
will spend an average of 16 hours per
year drafting and, as needed, updating
the written policies and procedures
required by proposed § 23.504(a); 4
hours per year maintaining records of
the results of the annual documentation
compliance audits mandated by
proposed § 23.504(c); and 220 hours per
year, or 1 hour per end user,
maintaining records of the
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documentation required by proposed
§23.505.

The only reporting requirement
contained in the proposed rules is the
obligation of swap dealers and major
swap participants to report swap
valuation disputes that are not resolved
between the participants within
designated time periods. The
Commission expects that swap dealers
and major swap participants will spend
an average of 24 hours per year
satisfying this requirement.

The hour burden calculations below
are based upon a number of variables
such as the number of swap dealers and
major swap participants in the
marketplace, the average number of
counterparties of each of these
registrants, and the average hourly wage
of the employees of these registrants
that would be responsible for satisfying
the obligations established by the
proposed regulation. Swap dealers and
major swap participants are new
categories of registrants. Accordingly, it
is not currently known how many swap
dealers and major swap participants
will become subject to these rules, and
this will not be known to the
Commission until the registration
requirements for these entities become
effective after July 16, 2011, the date on
which the Dodd-Frank Act becomes
effective. While the Commission
believes there will be approximately 200
swap dealers and 50 major swap
participants, it has taken a conservative
approach, for PRA purposes, in
estimating that there will be a combined
number of 300 swap dealers and major
swap participants who will be required
to comply with the recordkeeping
requirements of the proposed rules. The
Commission estimated the number of
affected entities based on industry data.

Similarly, due to the absence of prior
experience in regulating swap dealers
and major swap participants and with
regulations similar to the proposed
rules, the actual, average number of
counterparties that a swap dealer or
major swap participant is likely to have
and the average size of its portfolio with
particular counterparties is uncertain.
Consistent with other proposed
rulemakings, the Commission has
estimated that each of the 14 major
swap dealers has an average 7,500
counterparties and the other 286 swap
dealers and major swap participants
have an average of 200 counterparties
per year, for an average of 540 total
counterparties per registrant.

The Commission anticipates that the
written policies and procedures
required by the proposed regulations,
along with the recordkeeping and
reporting requirements, typically would

be drafted and maintained by in-house
counsel and financial or operational
managers within the firm.35 According
to the Bureau of Labor Statistics
findings, the mean hourly wage of an
employee under occupation code 23—
1011, “Lawyers,” that is employed by
the “Securities and Commodity
Contracts Intermediation and Brokerage
Industry” is $82.22.36 The mean hourly
wage of an employee under occupation
code 11-3031, “Financial Managers,”
(which includes operations managers)
in the same industry is $74.41.37
Because swap dealers and major swap
participants include large financial
institutions whose employees’ salaries
may exceed the mean wage provided,
however, the Commission generally has
estimated the cost burden of the
proposed regulations based upon an
average salary of $100 per hour. To
account for the possibility that the
services of outside counsel may be
required to satisfy the requirements
associated with negotiating, drafting,
and maintaining the required trading
relationship documentation (except the
cleared swap records), the Commission
has used an average salary of $125 per
hour to calculate this burden for one
half of the necessary hours.

Based upon the above, the estimated
hour burden was calculated as follows:
Drafting and Updating Policies and

Procedures. This hour burden arises
from the time necessary to develop and
periodically update the policies and
procedures required by the proposed
regulations.

Number of registrants: 300.

Frequency of collection: Initial
drafting, updating as needed.

Estimated number of annual
responses per registrant: 1.

Estimated aggregate number of
annual responses: 300.

Estimated annual hour burden per
registrant: 16 hours.

Estimated aggregate annual hour
burden: 4,800 burden hours [300
registrants x 16 hours per registrant].

Swap Trading Relationship
Documentation (excluding cleared
swaps records). This hour burden arises
from the proposed obligation that swap

35 The written policies and procedures also may
be drafted and maintained by the chief compliance

officer of the swap dealer or major swap participant.

According to recent Bureau of Labor Statistics
findings, the mean hourly wage of any employee
under occupation code 13-1401, “Compliance
Officers, Except Agriculture, Construction, Health
and Safety, and Transportation,” that is employed
by the “Securities and Commodity Contracts
Intermediation and Brokerage Industry is $38.77.
http://www.bls.gov/oes/current/oes131041.htm.

36 http://www.bls.gov/oes/2099/
mayowe23.1011.htm.

37 http://www.bls.gov/oes/current/oes113031.htm.

dealers and major swap participants
execute and maintain swap trading
relationship documentation.

Number of registrants: 300.

Frequency of collection: At least once
per counterparty.

Estimated number of annual
responses per registrant: 540 [one set of
agreements per counterparty].

Estimated aggregate number of
annual responses: 162,000 [300
registrants x 540 counterparties].

Estimated annual hour burden per
registrant: 5,400 [540 counterparties X
10 hours per counterparty].

Estimated aggregate annual hour
burden: 1,620,000 [300 registrants x
5,400 hours per registrant].

Cleared Swap Recordkeeping. This
hourly burden arises from the proposed
requirement that swap dealers and
major swap participants make and
maintain records of specified
information related to each swap
accepted for clearing by a derivatives
clearing organization.

Number of registrants: 300.

Frequency of collection: Daily.

Estimated number of annual
responses per registrant: 252 (252
trading days per year].38

Estimated aggregate number of
annual responses: 75,600 [300
registrants x 252 trading days].

Estimated annual hour burden per
registrant: 504 [252 trading days x 2
hours per trading day].

Estimated aggregate hour burden:
151,200 [300 registrants x 504 hours].
Audit Recordkeeping. This hourly

burden arises from the proposed
requirement that swap dealers and
major swap participants make and
maintain records of the results of their
annual internal or external audits to
examine for compliance with the
requirements of the proposed
regulations.

Number of registrants: 300.

Frequency of collection: Annually.

Estimated number of annual
responses per registrant: 1.

Estimated aggregate number of
annual responses: 300 [300 registrants x
1].

Estimated annual hour burden per
registrant: 4.

38 Consistent with the Commission’s proposed
regulations that would require swap dealers and
major swap participants to compile and maintain
certain transaction records (including daily trading
records), the Commission has estimated the hour
burden associated with the cleared swap
recordkeeping requirement by approximating the
number of hours per trading day that an employee
of a swap dealer or major swap participant likely
would spend compiling and retaining the relevant
records. See Reporting, Recordkeeping, and Daily
Trading Record Requirements for Swap Dealers and
Major Swap Participants, 75 FR 76666, Dec. 9, 2010.
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Estimated aggregate annual hour
burden: 1,200 [300 registrants x 4
hours].

Valuation Dispute Reporting. This
hourly burden arises from the proposed
requirement that swap dealers and
major swap participants submit reports
of certain unresolved valuation
disputes.

Number of registrants: 300.

Frequency of collection: As
applicable.

Estimated number of annual
responses per registrant: 240.

Estimated aggregate number of
annual responses: 72,000 [300
registrants x 240 responses].

Estimated annual hour burden per
registrant: 24.

Estimated aggregate annual hour
burden: 7,200 [300 registrants x 24
hours].

End user Exception Documentation
Recordkeeping. This hourly burden
arises from the proposed requirement
that swap dealers and major swap
participants make and maintain records
of its end user exception
documentation.

Number of registrants: 300.

Frequency of collection: Once per
applicable counterparty.

Estimated number of annual
responses per registrant: 220.3°

Estimated aggregate number of
annual responses: 66,000 [300
registrants x 220 responses].

Estimated annual hour burden per
registrant: 220 [220 responses x 1 hour
per response].

Estimated aggregate annual hour
burden: 66,000 [300 registrants x 220
responses].

In addition to the per hour burden
discussed above, the Commission
anticipates that swap dealers and major
swap participants may incur certain
start-up costs in connection with the
proposed recordkeeping obligations.
Such costs would include the
expenditures related to developing and
installing new recordkeeping
technology or re-programming or
updating existing recordkeeping
technology and systems to enable the
swap dealer or major swap participant
to collect, maintain, and re-produce any
newly required records. The
Commission believes that swap dealers
and major swap participants generally
could adapt their current infrastructure
to accommodate the new or amended
technology and thus, no significant
infrastructure expenditures would be

39 The Commission estimates that half of the
counterparties that are not swap dealers or major
swap participants may claim the end user exception
on an annual basis.

needed. The Commission estimates the
programming burden hours associated
with technology improvements to be 40
hours.

According to recent Bureau of Labor
Statistics findings, the mean hourly
wages of computer programmers under
occupation code 15-1021 and computer
software engineers under program codes
15-1031 and 1032 are between $34.10
and $44.94.40 Because swap dealers and
major swap participants generally will
be large entities that may engage
employees with wages above the mean,
the Commission has conservatively
chosen to use a mean hourly
programming wage of $60 per hour.
Accordingly, the start-up burden
associated with the required
technological improvements would be
$2,400 [$60 x 40 hours per affected
registrant] or $720,000 in the aggregate.

2. Information Collection Comments

The Commission invites the public
and other Federal agencies to comment
on any aspect of the recordkeeping
burdens discussed above. The
Commission specifically requests
comment on the variables used in the
above-referenced hourly burden
calculations. For example, the
Commission requests comment on the
following:

e What is the total number of swap
dealers and major swap participants in
the marketplace?

e What is the average number of
counterparties that a swap dealer or
major swap participant is likely to have?

¢ What percentage of those
counterparties are other swap dealers or
major swap participants?

e What percentage of those
counterparties is likely to meet the
statutory qualifications required for an
exception from the mandatory clearing
requirement, as defined in section 2h(7)
of the CEA and §39.6?

e What is the average size (number of
swaps) of a portfolio that a swap dealer
or major swap participant is likely to
have with a particular type of
counterparty?

e To what extent do swap dealers and
major swap participants currently enter
into agreements that would satisfy the
requirements of proposed § 23.5047

¢ To what extent would swap dealers
and major swap participants be able to
standardize the swap trading
relationship documentation required by
§23.5047

e To what extent would swap dealers
and major swap participants be required
to utilize the services of outside counsel
in negotiating and drafting the swap

40 http://www.bls.gov/oes/current/oes113031.htm.

trading relationship documentation and
valuation and termination rights
agreements that would be required by
proposed § 23.5047

Pursuant to 44 U.S.C. 3506(c)(2)(B),
the Commission solicits comments in
order to: (i) Evaluate whether the
proposed collection of information is
necessary for the proper performance of
the functions of the Commission,
including whether the information will
have practical utility; (ii) evaluate the
accuracy of the Commission’s estimate
of the burden of the proposed collection
of information; (iii) determine whether
there are ways to enhance the quality,
utility, and clarity of the information to
be collected; and (iv) minimize the
burden of the collection of information
on those who are to respond, including
through the use of automated collection
techniques or other forms of information
technology.

Comments may be submitted directly
to the Office of Information and
Regulatory Affairs, by fax at (202) 395—
6566 or by e-mail at
OIRAsubmissions@omb.eop.gov. Please
provide the Commission with a copy of
submitted comments so that all
comments can be summarized and
addressed in the final rule preamble.
Refer to the ADDRESSES section of this
notice of proposed rulemaking for
comment submission instructions to the
Commission.

A copy of the supporting statements
for the collections of information
discussed above may be obtained by
visiting RegInfo.gov. OMB is required to
make a decision concerning the
collection of information between 30
and 60 days after publication of this
document in the Federal Register.
Therefore, a comment is best assured of
having its full effect if OMB receives it
within 30 days of publication.

C. Cost-Benefit Analysis

Section 15(a) of the CEA 41 requires
the Commission to consider the costs
and benefits of its actions before issuing
a rulemaking under the CEA. By its
terms, section 15(a) does not require the
Commission to quantify the costs and
benefits of a new regulation or to
determine whether the benefits of the
rule outweigh its costs; rather, it
requires that the Commission “consider”
the costs and benefits of its actions.

Section 15(a) further specifies that
costs and benefits of a proposed
rulemaking shall be evaluated in light of
five broad areas of market and public
concern: (1) Protection of market
participants and the public; (2)
efficiency, competitiveness, and

417 U.S.C. 19(a).


http://www.bls.gov/oes/current/oes113031.htm
mailto:OIRAsubmissions@omb.eop.gov

Federal Register/Vol. 76, No. 26/ Tuesday, February 8, 2011/Proposed Rules

6725

financial integrity of futures markets; (3)
price discovery; (4) sound risk
management practices; and (5) other
public interest considerations. The
Commission may, in its discretion, give
greater weight to any one of the five
enumerated considerations and could,
in its discretion, determine that,
notwithstanding its costs, a particular
regulation was necessary or appropriate
to protect the public interest or to
effectuate any of the provisions or to
accomplish any of the purposes of the
CEA.

Summary of proposed requirements.
The proposed regulations would
implement new section 4s(i) of the CEA,
which was added by section 731 of the
Dodd-Frank Act. The proposed
regulations would establish certain
documentation requirements applicable
to swap dealers and major swap
participants and related recordkeeping
and reporting obligations.

Costs. With respect to costs, the
Commission has determined that the
cost that would be borne by swap
dealers and major swap participants to
institute the policies and procedures,
make and maintain the records, and
perform the event-based reporting
necessary to satisfy the new regulatory
requirements are far outweighed by the
benefits that would accrue to the
financial system as a whole as a result
of the implementation of the rules.

For example, memorializing the
specific terms of the swap trading
relationship and swap transactions
between counterparties is prudent
business practice and, in fact, many
market participants already use
standardized documentation.
Accordingly, it is believed that many, if
not most, swap dealers and major swap
participants currently execute and
maintain trading relationship
documentation of the type required by
proposed § 23.504 in the ordinary
course of their businesses, including
documentation that contains several of
the terms that would be required by the
proposed rules. Thus, the hour and
dollar burdens associated with the swap
trading relationship documentation
requirements may be limited to
amending existing documentation to
expressly include any additional terms
required by the proposed rules.

The Commission recognizes that swap
dealers and major swap participants
may face certain costs, such as the legal
fees associated with negotiating and
drafting the required documentation
modifications, as they and their
counterparties come into compliance
with the new regulations. However, the
Commission also believes that, to the
extent that any substantial amendments

or additions to existing documentation
would be needed, such revisions would
likely apply to multiple counterparties,
thereby reducing the per counterparty
burden imposed upon swap dealers and
major swap participants. The
Commission further expects the per
hour and dollar burdens to be incurred
predominantly in the first year or two
after the effective date of the final
regulations. Once a swap dealer or
major swap participant has changed its
pre-existing documentation with each of
its counterparties to comply with the
proposed rules, there likely will be little
need to further modify such
documentation on an ongoing basis. In
addition, the Commission anticipates
that standardized swap trading
relationship documentation will
develop quickly and progressively
within the industry, dramatically
reducing the cost to individual
participants.

The Commission expects the per hour
burden associated with the remaining
requirements of §§23.504 and 23.505 to
be relatively minimal. The same is true
of the sole reporting requirement
contained in § 23.504. Such reporting is
event-based and the Commission
expects that instances of valuation
disputes will decrease over time as
valuation agreements are committed to
writing pursuant to the proposed
regulations.

Finally, the Commission notes that
most swap dealers and major swap
participants have back office personnel,
operational systems, and resources
capable of maintaining the required
records, performing the periodic
reporting, and otherwise adjusting to the
new regulatory framework without
material diversion of resources away
from commercial operations or
substantial capital investment.

Benefits. With respect to benefits, the
Commission has determined that the
proposed regulations that would require
a swap dealer or major swap participant
to document its swap trading
relationship with each of its
counterparties will promote
standardization of documents and
transactions, facilitate central trading
and clearing, promote legal and
financial certainty, decrease the number
and scope of counterparty disputes,
promote the timely resolution of
disputes when they occur, and enhance
the parties’ abilities to engage in risk-
reducing activities and will result in
reduced risk, increased transparency,
and greater liquidity and market
integrity in the swaps marketplace.
Moreover, the cleared swap records that
are required to be preserved and the
mandatory reporting of unresolved

valuation disputes will be valuable tools
in the Commission’s oversight of the
affected registrants. Therefore, the
Commission believes it is prudent to
prescribe these proposed regulations.

Public Comment. The Commission
invites public comment on its cost-
benefit considerations. Commentators
are also invited to submit any data or
other information that they may have
quantifying or qualifying the costs and
benefits of the proposed rules with their
comment letters.

List of Subjects in 17 CFR Part 23

Antitrust, Commodity futures,
Conduct standards, Conflict of Interests,
Major swap participants, Reporting and
recordkeeping, Swap dealers, Swaps.

For the reasons stated in this release,
the Commission proposes to amend 17
CFR part 23, as proposed to be added in
FR Doc. 2010-29024, published in the
Federal Register on November 23, 2010
(75 FR 71379), and as proposed to be
amended in FR Doc. 2010-32264,
published in the Federal Register on
December 28, 2010 (75 FR 81519) as
follows:

PART 23—SWAP DEALERS AND
MAJOR SWAP PARTICIPANTS

1. The authority citation for part 23 is
revised to read as follows:

Authority: 7 U.S.C. 1a, 2, 6, 6a, 6b, 6b—1,
6c¢, 6p, 6r, 65, 6t, 9, 9a, 12, 12a, 13b, 13c, 16a,
18, 19, 21.

2. Revise the table of contents for part
23, subpart I to read as follows:

Subpart —Swap Documentation

Sec.

23.500
23.501
23.502

Definitions.

Swap confirmation.

Portfolio reconciliation.

23.503 Portfolio compression.

23.504 Swap trading relationship
documentation.

23.505 End user exception documentation.

3. Add §23.504 and § 23.505 to part
23, subpart I, to read as follows:

§23.504 Swap trading relationship
documentation.

(a) Policies and procedures. Each
swap dealer and major swap participant
shall establish, maintain, and enforce
written policies and procedures
reasonably designed to ensure that,
prior to or contemporaneously with
entering into a swap transaction with
any counterparty, other than a
derivatives clearing organization, the
swap dealer or major swap participant
executes written swap trading
relationship documentation with its
counterparty that complies with the
requirements of this section. The
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policies and procedures shall be
approved in writing by senior
management of the swap dealer and
major swap participant, and a record of
the approval shall be retained.

(b) Swap trading relationship
documentation. (1) The swap trading
relationship documentation shall be in
writing and shall include all terms
governing the trading relationship
between the swap dealer or major swap
participant and its counterparty,
including, without limitation, terms
addressing payment obligations, netting
of payments, events of default or other
termination events, calculation and
netting of obligations upon termination,
transfer of rights and obligations,
governing law, valuation, and dispute
resolution procedures.

(2) The swap trading relationship
documentation shall include all
confirmations of swap transactions
under §23.501.

(3) The swap trading relationship
documentation shall include credit
support arrangements, which shall
contain, in accordance with applicable
requirements under Commission
regulations or regulations adopted by
prudential regulators and without
limitation, the following:

(i) Initial and variation margin
requirements;

(ii) Types of assets that may be used
as margin and asset valuation haircuts;

(iii) Investment and rehypothecation
terms for assets used as margin for
uncleared swaps; and

(iv) Custodial arrangements for
margin assets, including whether
margin assets are to be segregated with
an independent third party, in
accordance with §23.601(e).

(4) The swap trading relationship
documentation shall include written
documentation in which the parties
agree on the methods, procedures, rules,
and inputs for determining the value of
each swap at any time from execution
to the termination, maturity, or
expiration of such swap. To the
maximum extent practicable, the
valuation of each swap shall be based
on objective criteria, such as recently-
executed transactions or valuations
provided by independent third parties
such as derivatives clearing
organizations.

(i) Such methods, procedures, rules,
and inputs shall be agreed for each swap
prior to or contemporaneously with
execution and shall be stated with the
specificity necessary to allow the swap
dealer, major swap participant,
counterparty, the Commission, and any
applicable prudential regulator to
determine the value of the swap

independently in a substantially
comparable manner.

(ii) Such methods, procedures, and
rules shall include alternative methods
for determining the value of the swap in
the event of the unavailability or other
failure of any input required to value
the swap, provided that the alternative
methods for valuing the swap comply
with the requirements of this section.

(iii) Provided that the requirements of
this paragraph, including the
independent valuation requirement of
paragraph (b)(4)(i) of this section, are
satisfied, a swap dealer or major swap
participant is not required to disclose to
the counterparty confidential,
proprietary information about any
model it may use internally to value a
swap for its own purposes.

(5) [Reserved]

(6) Upon acceptance of a swap by a
derivatives clearing organization, the
swap trading relationship
documentation shall include a record of
the following information:

(i) The date and time the swap was
accepted for clearing;

(ii) The name of the derivatives
clearing organization;

(iii) The name of the clearing member
clearing for the swap dealer or major
swap participant;

(iv) The name of the clearing member
clearing for the counterparty, if known;
and

(v) A statement that in accordance
with the rules of the derivatives clearing
organization:

(A) The original swap is extinguished;

(B) The original swap is replaced by
equal and opposite swaps between
clearing members and the derivatives
clearing organization;

(C) All terms of the cleared swap
conform to templates established under
the derivatives clearing organization’s
rules; and

(D) All terms of the swap, as carried
on the books of the clearing member,
conform to the terms of the cleared
swap established under the derivatives
clearing organization’s rules.

(c) Audit of swap trading relationship
documentation. At least once during
each calendar year, each swap dealer
and major swap participant shall have
an independent internal or external
auditor examine no less than 5% of the
swap trading relationship
documentation required by this section
created during the previous twelve
month period to ensure compliance
with Commission regulations and the
written policies and procedures
established pursuant to this section. A
record of the results of each audit shall
be retained.

(d) Recordkeeping. Each swap dealer
and major swap participant shall
maintain all documents required to be
created pursuant to this section in
accordance with §1.31 of this chapter
and shall make them available promptly
upon request to any representative of
the Commission or any applicable
prudential regulator, or with regard to
swaps defined in section 1a(47)(A)(v) of
the Act, to any representative of the
Commission, the Securities and
Exchange Commission, or any
applicable prudential regulator.

(e) Reporting. Each swap dealer and
major swap participant shall promptly
notify the Commission and any
applicable prudential regulator, or with
regard to swaps defined in section
1a(47)(A)(v) of the Act, the Commission,
the Securities and Exchange
Commission, and any applicable
prudential regulator, of any swap
valuation dispute not resolved within:

(1) One (1) business day, if the
dispute is with a counterparty that is a
swap dealer or major swap participant;
or

(2) Five (5) business days, if the
dispute is with a counterparty that is
not a swap dealer or major swap
participant.

§23.505 End user exception
documentation.

(a) For swaps excepted from a
mandatory clearing requirement. Each
swap dealer and major swap participant
shall obtain documentation sufficient to
provide a reasonable basis on which to
believe that its counterparty meets the
statutory conditions required for an
exception from a mandatory clearing
requirement, as defined in section 2h(7)
of the Act and § 39.6 of this chapter.
Such documentation shall include:

(1) The identity of the counterparty;

(2) That the counterparty has elected
not to clear a particular swap under
section 2h(7) of the Act and § 39.6 of
this chapter;

(3) That the counterparty is a non-
financial entity, as defined in section
2h(7)(C) of the Act;

(4) That the counterparty is hedging
or mitigating a commercial risk; and

(5) That the counterparty generally
meets its financial obligations
associated with non-cleared swaps.

(b) Recordkeeping. Each swap dealer
and major swap participant shall
maintain all documents required to be
obtained pursuant to this section in
accordance with § 1.31 of this chapter
and shall make them available promptly
upon request to any representative of
the Commission or any applicable
prudential regulator, or with regard to
swaps defined in section 1a(47)(A)(v) of
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the Act, to any representative of the
Commission, the Securities and
Exchange Commission, or any
applicable prudential regulator.

Issued in Washington, DC on January 13,
2011 by the Commission.

David A. Stawick,
Secretary of the Commission.

Appendices to Swap Trading
Relationship Documentation
Requirements for Swap Dealers and
Major Swap Participants—
Commissioners Voting Summary and
Statements of Commissioners

Note: The following appendices will not
appear in the Code of Federal Regulations.

Appendix 1—Commissioners Voting
Summary

On this matter, Chairman Gensler and
Commissioners Dunn, Sommers, Chilton and
O’Malia voted in the affirmative; no
Commissioner voted in the negative.

Appendix 2—Statement of Chairman
Gary Gensler

I support the proposed rulemaking that
establishes swap trading relationship
documentation requirements for swap
dealers and major swap participants. The
proposed regulations are consistent with the
express mandate of the Dodd-Frank Act to
prescribe standards for the timely and
accurate confirmation, processing, netting,
documentation and valuation of swap
transactions. One of the primary goals of the
Dodd-Frank Act was to establish a
comprehensive regulatory framework that
would reduce risk, increase transparency and
promote market integrity within the financial
system. The proposed regulations accomplish
this objective by establishing procedures that
will promote legal certainty regarding terms
of swap transactions, early resolutions of
valuation disputes, enhanced understanding
of one counterparty’s risk exposure to
another, reduced operational risk and
increased operational efficiency. One of the
key chapters from the 2008 financial crisis
was when large financial players, including
AIG, had valuation disputes and other
problems regarding documentation
standards. These rules will directly address
many of these issues, highlighting issues for
senior management and regulators earlier and
lowering risk to the public.

Appendix 3—Commissioner Scott D.
O’Malia

I respectfully dissent from the
Commission’s decision to propose
requirements regarding the inclusion of Title
1I of the Dodd-Frank Act (Title II) and the
Federal Deposit Insurance Act (FDIA) in the
swap documentation used by swap dealers
(Dealers) and major swap participants (MSP).
This proposal would require Dealers and
MSP to include a provision in their swap
documentation which will prevent their
counterparties from exercising certain
private, contractual rights in the event that a

swap becomes subject to the processes of
either Title II or FDIA. In particular, the
proposal requires counterparties to explicitly
consent to the resolution processes set forth
in Title IT or FDIA, which includes a one-day
stay on the termination, liquidation or
netting of swaps with a “covered financial
company” as that term is defined under Title
II. Title II also provides the Federal Deposit
Insurance Company (FDIC) with an
unchecked authority to repudiate contracts
and preference which creditors receive
payments. Finally, the proposal asks whether
swap agreements which contain cross default
provisions should also subject counterparty
affiliates to a “covered financial company”
designation or treat them as an insured
depository institution under FDIA.

The Commission’s proposal relies on its
authorities in Title VII of the Dodd-Frank Act
regarding swap documentation. Asking
parties to agree upon and include valuation
language in their swap agreements under this
authority is one thing, but dictating that one
party forego its legal contractual rights
simply because its counterparty becomes
subject to an overly vague and far reaching
statute intended to address “systemic risk to
the financial system” is quite another. If the
FDIC authority to require this provision
under Title IT was clear, then there would be
no need for the Commission to prop up the
banking regulator’s ability to exercise its
resolution authority. In its best attempt to
justify the proposal, the Commission claims
that it is merely trying to put counterparties
on notice of the already existing
requirements of Title IT and FDIA, but neither
the proposal regarding an explicit consent to
transfer, nor the discussion regarding
affiliates and cross default agreements is a
reflection of language already included in
Title IT or FDIA. At the very least, if the CFTC
had any specific role under Title IT or FDIA,
then it would be clear how we would inform
the treatment of the market participants that
we regulate and their transactions in the case
of a default. We do not.

By raising these objections, I hope that
market participants will become fully aware
of the legal regime that they will be subject
to by virtue of entering into a swap
agreement. I don’t believe it is in our best
interest to adopt seemingly redundant and
unnecessary requirements into our
regulations or to adopt requirements under
the guise of our Title VII authorities that
clearly exceeds the already broad statutory
authority Congress decided to provide the
FDIC under both Title Il and FDIA. As a
result, I cannot support this proposal.

[FR Doc. 20112643 Filed 2—-7-11; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6351-01-P

DELAWARE RIVER BASIN
COMMISSION

18 CFR Part 410

Proposed Amendments to the Water
Quality Regulations, Water Code and
Comprehensive Plan To Provide for
Regulation of Natural Gas
Development Projects

AGENCY: Delaware River Basin
Commission.

ACTION: Proposed rule; supplemental
notice of public hearing.

SUMMARY: The Delaware River Basin
Commission published in the Federal
Register of January 4, 2011 a proposed
rule containing tentative dates and
locations for public hearings on
proposed amendments to its Water
Quality Regulations, Water Code and
Comprehensive Plan relating to natural
gas development projects. The public
hearing dates have been changed and
locations and times established, as set
forth below.

DATES: Public hearings will be held at
two locations on February 22, 2011 and
at a third on February 24, 2011.
Hearings will run from 1:30 p.m. until

5 p.m. and from 6 p.m. until 9:30 p.m.
at each location. Written comments will
be accepted through the close of
business on March 16, 2011.

Locations: The hearings on February
22, 2011 will take place in the
Honesdale High School auditorium, 459
Terrace Street, Honesdale, Pennsylvania
and the Liberty High School auditorium,
125 Buckley Street, Liberty, New York.
The hearings on February 24, 2011 will
take place in Patriots Theater at the War
Memorial, 1 Memorial Drive, Trenton,
New Jersey.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Ms.
Paula Schmitt at 609-883—-9500, ext.
224,

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This
document supplements the
Commission’s proposed rule published
in the Federal Register of January 4,
2011 (76 FR 295) by providing the dates,
times and locations of the public
hearings to be held on proposed
amendments to the Commission’s Water
Quality Regulations, Water Code and
Comprehensive Plan relating to the
conservation and development of water
resources of the Delaware River Basin
during the implementation of natural
gas development projects. The tentative
hearing dates published in the notice of
January 4, 2011 have been changed. The
exact locations and times of the public
hearings were not included in the
January 4 notice and are provided here.
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The text of the proposed amendments
and additional details about how to
submit written and oral testimony are
available on the Commission’s Web site,
drbc.net.

Dated: February 1, 2011.

John F. Calkin,

Attorney.

[FR Doc. 2011-2677 Filed 2-7-11; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6360-01-P

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND
SECURITY

Coast Guard

33 CFR Part 165
[Docket No. USCG-2010-1091]
RIN 1625-AA00

Safety Zone; Underwater Hazard,
Gravesend Bay, Brooklyn, NY

AGENCY: Coast Guard, DHS.
ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking.

SUMMARY: The Coast Guard proposes to
establish a permanent safety zone
within the waters of Gravesend Bay,
Brooklyn, New York. This proposed
safety zone is necessary to provide for
the protection of the maritime public
and safety of navigation from recently
discovered underwater explosive
hazards in Gravesend Bay. This action
is intended to restrict unauthorized
persons and vessels from traveling
through or conducting underwater
activities within a portion of Gravesend
Bay until recently discovered military
munitions are rendered safe and
removed from the area. Entry into this
zone would be prohibited unless
authorized by the Captain of the Port
New York or the designated on-scene
representative.

DATES: Comments and related material
must be received by the Coast Guard on
or before March 10, 2011. Requests for
public meetings must be received by the
Coast Guard on or before February 23,
2011.

ADDRESSES: You may submit comments
identified by docket number USCG—
2010-1091 using any one of the
following methods:

(1) Federal eRulemaking Portal:
http://www.regulations.gov.

(2) Fax: 202—493-2251.

(3) Mail: Docket Management Facility
(M-30), U.S. Department of
Transportation, West Building Ground
Floor, Room W12-140, 1200 New Jersey
Avenue, SE., Washington, DC 20590—
0001.

(4) Hand delivery: Same as mail
address above, between 9 a.m. and 5

p-m., Monday through Friday, except
Federal holidays. The telephone number
is 202—-366—9329.

To avoid duplication, please use only
one of these four methods. See the
“Public Participation and Request for
Comments” portion of the
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION section
below for instructions on submitting
comments.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: If
you have questions on this proposed
rule, call or e-mail LTJG Eunice James,
Coast Guard; telephone (718) 354—4163,
e-mail Eunice.A.James@uscg.mil. If you
have questions on viewing or submitting
material to the docket, call Renee V.
Wright, Program Manager, Docket
Operations, telephone 202-366—9826.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Public Participation and Request for
Comments

We encourage you to participate in
this rulemaking by submitting
comments and related materials. All
comments received will be posted
without change to http://
www.regulations.gov and will include
any personal information you have
provided.

Submitting Comments

If you submit a comment, please
include the docket number for this
rulemaking (USCG-2010-1091),
indicate the specific section of this
document to which each comment
applies, and provide a reason for each
suggestion or recommendation. You
may submit your comments and
material online (via http://
www.regulations.gov) or by fax, mail, or
hand delivery, but please use only one
of these means. If you submit a
comment online via http://
www.regulations.gov, it will be
considered received by the Coast Guard
when you successfully transmit the
comment. If you fax, hand deliver, or
mail your comment, it will be
considered as having been received by
the Coast Guard when it is received at
the Docket Management Facility. We
recommend that you include your name
and a mailing address, an e-mail
address, or a telephone number in the
body of your document so that we can
contact you if we have questions
regarding your submission.

To submit your comment online, go to
http://www.regulations.gov, click on the
“submit a comment” box, which will
then become highlighted in blue. In the
“Document Type” drop down menu
select “Proposed Rule” and insert
“USCG-2010-1091” in the “Keyword”
box. Click “Search” then click on the

balloon shape in the “Actions” column.
If you submit your comments by mail or
hand delivery, submit them in an
unbound format, no larger than 82 by
11 inches, suitable for copying and
electronic filing. If you submit
comments by mail and would like to
know that they reached the Facility,
please enclose a stamped, self-addressed
postcard or envelope. We will consider
all comments and material received
during the comment period and may
change the rule based on your
comments.

Viewing Comments and Documents

To view comments, as well as
documents mentioned in this preamble
as being available in the docket, go to
http://www.regulations.gov, click on the
“read comments” box, which will then
become highlighted in blue. In the
“Keyword” box insert “USCG-2010—
1091” and click “Search.” Click the
“Open Docket Folder” in the “Actions”
column. You may also visit the Docket
Management Facility in Room W12-140
on the ground floor of the Department
of Transportation West Building, 1200
New Jersey Avenue, SE., Washington,
DC 20590, between 9 a.m. and 5 p.m.,
Monday through Friday, except Federal
holidays. We have an agreement with
the Department of Transportation to use
the Docket Management Facility.

Privacy Act

Anyone can search the electronic
form of comments received into any of
our dockets by the name of the
individual submitting the comment (or
signing the comment, if submitted on
behalf of an association, business, labor
union, etc.). You may review a Privacy
Act notice regarding our public dockets
in the January 17, 2008, issue of the
Federal Register (73 FR 3316).

Public Meeting

We do not now plan to hold a public
meeting. But you may submit a request
for one on or before February 23, 2011
using one of the four methods specified
under ADDRESSES. Please explain why
you believe a public meeting would be
beneficial. If we determine that one
would aid this rulemaking, we will hold
one at a time and place announced by
a later notice in the Federal Register.

Basis and Purpose

In response to media reports of
military munitions found in Gravesend
Bay by civilian divers, U.S. Navy
Explosive Ordnance Disposal divers
from Naval Weapons Station Earle
conducted underwater surveys and
confirmed the location of munitions on
the bottom of Gravesend Bay. The
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munitions consist of approximately
1500 rounds of 20mm ammunition, one
3-inch diameter projectile and two
cartridge casings. The Captain of the
Port (COTP) New York has established
a temporary safety zone under docket
number USCG-2010-1126 as an interim
measure while this long-term
rulemaking process is pursued.

In the interest of public safety, the
U.S. Navy has requested that the Coast
Guard limit access to the location in
Gravesend Bay where the munitions are
located until the ordnance can be
rendered safe and removed.

This safety zone is necessary to
ensure the safety of mariners, vessels,
and civilian divers from the potential
hazards associated with unexploded
military munitions.

Discussion of Proposed Rule

The COTP New York proposes to
establish a safety zone around the
location of an unexploded munitions
site to ensure the safety of mariners and
vessels transiting near the location of
the ordnance as well as divers intending
to dive in the area.

The proposed safety zone will
encompass all waters of Gravesend Bay
within 110-yard radius of position
40°36730” N, 074°02’14” W (NAD 83),
approximately 70-yards southeast of the
Verrazano Bridge Brooklyn tower.

Entry into the proposed safety zone by
any person or vessel will be prohibited
unless specifically authorized by the
COTP New York, or the designated on-
scene representative. Persons desiring to
enter the safety zone may request
permission to enter from the Coast
Guard COTP via VHF Channel 16 or by
contacting the Sector New York
Command Center at (718) 354—4353.

The Coast Guard advises that entry
into, transiting, diving, dredging,
dumping, fishing, trawling, conducting
salvage operations, remaining within or
anchoring in this safety zone will be
prohibited unless authorized by the
COTP New York or the designated on-
scene representative.

The “designated on-scene
representative” is any Coast Guard
commissioned, warrant, or petty officer
who has been designated by the COTP
New York to act on her behalf.

Regulatory Analyses

We developed this proposed rule after
considering numerous statutes and
executive orders related to rulemaking.
Below we summarize our analyses
based on 13 of these statutes or
executive orders.

Regulatory Planning and Review

This proposed rule is not a significant
regulatory action under section 3(f) of
Executive Order 12866, Regulatory
Planning and Review, and does not
require an assessment of potential costs
and benefits under section 6(a)(3) of that
Order. The Office of Management and
Budget has not reviewed it under that
Order.

Although this proposed rule restricts
access to a small portion of Gravesend
Bay until military munitions are
rendered safe and removed, the effect of
this regulation would not be significant
due to the following reasons: the safety
zone would cover only a small portion
of the navigable waters within
Gravesend Bay. Vessels would be able to
safely transit around the area. In
addition, vessels may be authorized to
enter the zone with permission of the
COTP New York.

Small Entities

Under the Regulatory Flexibility Act
(5 U.S.C. 601-612), we have considered
whether this proposed rule would have
a significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities.
The term “small entities” comprises
small businesses, not-for-profit
organizations that are independently
owned and operated and are not
dominant in their fields, and
governmental jurisdictions with
populations of less than 50,000.

The Coast Guard certifies under 5
U.S.C. 605(b) that this proposed rule
would not have a significant economic
impact on a substantial number of small
entities.

This rule will affect the following
entities, some of which may be small
entities: The owners or operators of
vessels intending to transit, fish, dive, or
anchor in a portion of Gravesend Bay.

This proposed safety zone would not
have a significant economic impact on
a substantial number of small entities
for the following reasons. This safety
zone would limit access to a relatively
small portion of the waterway. Vessel
traffic could safely transit around the
safety zone. Before the activation of the
zone, we would issue maritime
advisories widely available to users of
the waterway in the vicinity of
Gravesend Bay.

If you think that your business,
organization, or governmental
jurisdiction qualifies as a small entity
and that this rule would have a
significant economic impact on it,
please submit a comment (see
ADDRESSES) explaining why you think it
qualifies and how and to what degree
this rule would economically affect it.

Assistance for Small Entities

Under section 213(a) of the Small
Business Regulatory Enforcement
Fairness Act of 1996 (Pub. L. 104-121),
we want to assist small entities in
understanding this proposed rule so that
they can better evaluate its effects on
them and participate in the rulemaking.
If the rule would affect your small
business, organization, or governmental
jurisdiction and you have questions
concerning its provisions or options for
compliance, please call or e-mail LT]G
Eunice James, Coast Guard Sector New
York Waterways Management Division;
telephone 718-354—4163, e-mail
Eunice.A.James@uscg.mil. The Coast
Guard will not retaliate against small
entities that question or complain about
this proposed rule or any policy or
action of the Coast Guard.

Collection of Information

This proposed rule would call for no
new collection of information under the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 (44
U.S.C. 3501-3520.).

Federalism

A rule has implications for federalism
under Executive Order 13132,
Federalism, if it has a substantial direct
effect on State or local governments and
would either preempt State law or
impose a substantial direct cost of
compliance on them. We have analyzed
this proposed rule under that Order and
have determined that it does not have
implications for federalism.

Unfunded Mandates Reform Act

The Unfunded Mandates Reform Act
of 1995 (2 U.S.C. 1531-1538) requires
Federal agencies to assess the effects of
their discretionary regulatory actions. In
particular, the Act addresses actions
that may result in the expenditure by a
State, local, or Tribal government, in the
aggregate, or by the private sector of
$100,000,000 (adjusted for inflation) or
more in any one year. Though this
proposed rule would not result in such
an expenditure, we do discuss the
effects of this rule elsewhere in this
preamble.

Taking of Private Property

This proposed rule would not cause a
taking of private property or otherwise
have taking implications under
Executive Order 12630, Governmental
Actions and Interference with
Constitutionally Protected Property
Rights.

Civil Justice Reform

This proposed rule meets applicable
standards in sections 3(a) and 3(b)(2) of
Executive Order 12988, Civil Justice
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Reform, to minimize litigation,
eliminate ambiguity, and reduce
burden.

Protection of Children

We have analyzed this proposed rule
under Executive Order 13045,
Protection of Children from
Environmental Health Risks and Safety
Risks. This rule is not an economically
significant rule and would not create an
environmental risk to health or risk to
safety that might disproportionately
affect children.

Indian Tribal Governments

This proposed rule does not have
Tribal implications under Executive
Order 13175, Consultation and
Coordination with Indian Tribal
Governments, because it would not have
a substantial direct effect on one or
more Indian Tribes, on the relationship
between the Federal Government and
Indian Tribes, or on the distribution of
power and responsibilities between the
Federal Government and Indian Tribes.

Energy Effects

We have analyzed this proposed rule
under Executive Order 13211, Actions
Concerning Regulations That
Significantly Affect Energy Supply,
Distribution, or Use. We have
determined that it is not a “significant
energy action” under that order because
it is not a “significant regulatory action”
under Executive Order 12866 and is not
likely to have a significant adverse effect
on the supply, distribution, or use of
energy. The Administrator of the Office
of Information and Regulatory Affairs
has not designated it as a significant
energy action. Therefore, it does not
require a Statement of Energy Effects
under Executive Order 13211.

Technical Standards

The National Technology Transfer
and Advancement Act (NTTAA) (15
U.S.C. 272 note) directs agencies to use
voluntary consensus standards in their
regulatory activities unless the agency
provides Congress, through the Office of
Management and Budget, with an
explanation of why using these
standards would be inconsistent with
applicable law or otherwise impractical.
Voluntary consensus standards are
technical standards (e.g., specifications
of materials, performance, design, or
operation; test methods; sampling
procedures; and related management
systems practices) that are developed or
adopted by voluntary consensus
standards bodies.

This proposed rule does not use
technical standards. Therefore, we did

not consider the use of voluntary
consensus standards.

Environment

We have analyzed this proposed rule
under Department of Homeland
Security Management Directive 023-01
and Commandant Instruction
M16475.1D, which guide the Coast
Guard in complying with the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969
(NEPA) (42 U.S.C. 4321-4370f), and
have made a preliminary determination
that this action is one of a category of
actions that do not individually or
cumulatively have a significant effect on
the human environment. A preliminary
environmental analysis checklist
supporting this determination is
available in the docket where indicated
under ADDRESSES. This proposed rule
involves the establishment of a safety
zone which can be categorically
excluded, under figure 2—1, paragraph
(34)(g), of the Commandant Instruction.
We seek any comments or information
that may lead to the discovery of a
significant environmental impact from
this proposed rule.

List of Subjects in 33 CFR Part 165

Harbors, Marine Safety Navigation
(water), Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements, Security measures, and
Waterways.

For the reasons discussed in the
preamble, the Coast Guard proposes to
amend 33 CFR part 165 as follows:

PART 165—REGULATED NAVIGATION
AREAS AND LIMITED ACCESS AREAS

1. The authority citation for part 165
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 33 U.S.C. 1226, 1231; 46 U.S.C.
Chapter 701, 3306, 3703; 50 U.S.C. 191, 195;
Pub. L. 107-295, 116 Stat. 2064; Department
of Homeland Security Delegation No. 0170.1.

2. Add §165.171 to read as follows:

§165.171 Safety Zone; Underwater Hazard,
Gravesend Bay, Brooklyn, NY.

(a) Location. The following area is a
safety zone: All navigable waters of
Gravesend Bay within a 110-yard radius
of a point in position 40°36730” N,
074°02’14” W (NAD 83), approximately
70-yards southeast of the Verrazano
Bridge Brooklyn tower.

(b) Effective date. This safety zone is
effective on July 01, 2011, twenty-four
hours a day, seven days a week.

(c) Regulations. (1) The general
regulation contained in 33 CFR 165.23
apply.

(2) Entry into, transiting, diving,
dredging, dumping, fishing, trawling,
conducting salvage operations,
remaining within or anchoring within

this safety zone is prohibited unless
authorized by the Captain of the Port
New York or the designated on-scene
representative.

(3) The “designated on-scene
representative” is any Coast Guard
commissioned, warrant, or petty officer
who has been designated by the Captain
of the Port New York.

(4) Vessel operators desiring to enter
or operate within the safety zone may
contact the Captain of the Port New
York or his designated representative at
the Coast Guard Sector New York
Command Center via VHF Channel 16
or by phone at (718) 354—4353 to
request permission.

(5) Vessel operators given permission
to enter or operate in the safety zone
must comply with all directions given to
them by the Captain of the Port New
York or the on-scene representative.

Dated: January 14, 2011.
L.L. Fagan,

Captain, U.S. Coast Guard, Captain of the
Port New York.

[FR Doc. 2011-2689 Filed 2-7-11; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 9110-04-P

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Forest Service

36 CFR Part 242

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Fish and Wildlife Service

50 CFR Part 100

[Docket No. FWS—-R7-SM-2010-0066;
[70101-1261-0000L6]

RIN 1018—-AX33

Subsistence Management Regulations
for Public Lands in Alaska—2012-13
and 2013-14 Subsistence Taking of
Wildlife Regulations

AGENCIES: Forest Service, Agriculture;
Fish and Wildlife Service, Interior.
ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: This proposed rule would
establish regulations for hunting and
trapping seasons, harvest limits,
methods and means related to taking of
wildlife for subsistence uses during the
2012-2013 and 2013-2014 regulatory
years. The Federal Subsistence Board is
on a schedule of completing the process
of revising subsistence taking of wildlife
regulations in even-numbered years and
subsistence taking of fish and shellfish
regulations in odd-numbered years;
public proposal and review processes
take place during the preceding year.
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The Board also addresses customary and
traditional use determinations during
the applicable cycle. When final, the
resulting rulemaking will replace the
existing subsistence wildlife taking
regulations. This rule would also amend
the general regulations on subsistence
taking of fish and wildlife.

DATES: Public meetings: The Federal
Subsistence Regional Advisory Councils
will hold public meetings to receive
comments and make proposals to
change this proposed rule on several
dates between February 15 and March
24, 2011, and then hold another round
of public meetings to discuss and
receive comments on the proposals, and
make recommendations on the
proposals to the Federal Subsistence
Board, on several dates between August
23 and October 13, 2011. The Board will
discuss and evaluate proposed
regulatory changes during a public
meeting in Anchorage, AK, in January
2012. See SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION
for specific information on dates and
locations of the public meetings.

Public comments: Comments and
proposals to change this proposed rule
must be received or postmarked by
March 24, 2011.

ADDRESSES: Public meetings: The
Federal Subsistence Board and the
Regional Advisory Councils’ public
meetings will be held at various
locations in Alaska. See SUPPLEMENTARY
INFORMATION for specific information on
dates and locations of the public
meetings.

Public comments: You may submit
comments by one of the following
methods:

e Electronically: Go to the Federal
eRulemaking Portal: http://
www.regulations.gov and search for
FWS-R7-SM-2010-0066, which is the
docket number for this rulemaking.

e By hard copy: U.S. mail or hand-
delivery to: USFWS, Office of
Subsistence Management, 1011 East
Tudor Road, MS 121, Attn: Theo
Matuskowitz, Anchorage, AK 99503—
6199, or hand delivery to the Designated
Federal Official attending any of the
Federal Subsistence Regional Advisory
Council public meetings. See
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION for
additional information on locations of
the public meetings.

We will post all comments on http://
www.regulations.gov. This generally
means that we will post any personal
information you provide us (see the
Public Review Process section below for
more information).

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Chair, Federal Subsistence Board, c/o
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,

Attention: Peter J. Probasco, Office of
Subsistence Management; (907) 786—
3888 or subsistence@fws.gov. For
questions specific to National Forest
System lands, contact Steve Kessler,
Regional Subsistence Program Leader,
USDA, Forest Service, Alaska Region;
(907) 743-9461 or skessler@fs.fed.us.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

Under Title VIII of the Alaska
National Interest Lands Conservation
Act (ANILCA) (16 U.S.C. 3111-3126),
the Secretary of the Interior and the
Secretary of Agriculture (Secretaries)
jointly implement the Federal
Subsistence Management Program. This
program provides a preference for take
of fish and wildlife resources for
subsistence uses on Federal public
lands and waters in Alaska. The
Secretaries published temporary
regulations to carry out this program in
the Federal Register on June 29, 1990
(55 FR 27114), and final regulations
were published in the Federal Register
on May 29, 1992 (57 FR 22940). The
Program has subsequently amended
these regulations a number of times.
Because this program is a joint effort
between Interior and Agriculture, these
regulations are located in two titles of
the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR):
Title 36, “Parks, Forests, and Public
Property,” and Title 50, “Wildlife and
Fisheries,” at 36 CFR 242.1-28 and 50
CFR 100.1-28, respectively. The
regulations contain subparts as follows:
Subpart A, General Provisions; Subpart
B, Program Structure; Subpart C, Board
Determinations; and Subpart D,
Subsistence Taking of Fish and Wildlife.

Consistent with subpart B of these
regulations, the Secretaries established a
Federal Subsistence Board to administer
the Federal Subsistence Management
Program. The Board is currently made
up of:

e A Chair appointed by the Secretary
of the Interior with concurrence of the
Secretary of Agriculture;

o The Alaska Regional Director, U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service;

e The Alaska Regional Director, U.S.
National Park Service;

e The Alaska State Director, U.S.
Bureau of Land Management;

o The Alaska Regional Director, U.S.
Bureau of Indian Affairs; and

o The Alaska Regional Forester, U.S.
Forest Service.

Through the Board, these agencies
participate in the development of
regulations for subparts C and D, which,
among other things, set forth program
eligibility and specific harvest seasons
and limits.

In administering the program, the
Secretaries divided Alaska into 10
subsistence resource regions, each of
which is represented by a Regional
Advisory Council. The Regional
Advisory Councils provide a forum for
rural residents with personal knowledge
of local conditions and resource
requirements to have a meaningful role
in the subsistence management of fish
and wildlife on Federal public lands in
Alaska. The Regional Advisory Council
members represent varied geographical,
cultural, and user interests within each
region.

Public Review Process—Comments,
Proposals, and Public Meetings

The Regional Advisory Councils have
a substantial role in reviewing this
proposed rule and making
recommendations for the final rule. The
Federal Subsistence Board, through the
Regional Advisory Councils, will hold
meetings on this proposed rule at the
following locations in Alaska, on the
following dates:

Region 1—Southeast Regional Council,
Sitka, March 22, 2011

Region 2—Southcentral Regional
Council, Anchorage, March 16, 2011

Region 3—Kodiak/Aleutians Regional
Council, Kodiak, February 16, 2011

Region 4—Bristol Bay Regional Council,
Naknek, March 9, 2011

Region 5—Yukon—Kuskokwim Delta
Regional Council, Mtn. Village,
February 23, 2011

Region 6—Western Interior Regional
Council, Galena, March 1, 2011

Region 7—Seward Peninsula Regional
Council, Nome, February 15, 2011

Region 8—Northwest Arctic Regional
Council, Kotzebue, March 18, 2011

Region 9—Eastern Interior Regional
Council, Fairbanks, March 3, 2011

Region 10—North Slope Regional
Council, Barrow, March 7, 2011

During April 2011, the written
proposals to change the subpart D, take
of wildlife regulations and subpart G,
customary and traditional use
determinations, will be compiled and
distributed for public review. During the
30-day public comment period, which is
presently scheduled to end on May 15,
2011, written public comments will be
accepted on the distributed proposals.

The Board, through the Regional
Advisory Councils, will hold a second
series of meetings in August through
October 2011, to receive comments on
specific proposals and to develop
recommendations to the Board at the
following locations in Alaska, on the
following dates:

Region 1—Southeast Regional Council,
Wrangell, September 27, 2011
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Region 2—Southcentral Regional
Council, Cantwell, October 3, 2011

Region 3—Kodiak/Aleutians Regional
Council, Cold Bay, September 7, 2011

Region 4—Bristol Bay Regional Council,
Dillingham, October 12, 2011

Region 5—Yukon—Kuskokwim Delta
Regional Council, TBA, September 29,
2011

Region 6—Western Interior Regional
Council, Aniak, October 4, 2011

Region 7—Seward Peninsula Regional
Council, Nome, September 21, 2011

Region 8—Northwest Arctic Regional
Council, TBA, August 23, 2011

Region 9—Eastern Interior Regional
Council, Tanana, October 11, 2011

Region 10—North Slope Regional
Council, TBA, August 23, 2011

A notice will be published of specific
dates, times, and meeting locations in
local and statewide newspapers prior to
both series of meetings. Locations and
dates may change based on weather or
local circumstances. The amount of
work on each Regional Advisory
Council’s agenda determines the length
of each Regional Advisory Council
meeting.

The Board will discuss and evaluate
proposed changes to the subsistence
management regulations during a public
meeting scheduled to be held in
Anchorage, AK, in January 2012. The
Regional Advisory Council Chairs, or
their designated representatives, will
present their respective Councils’
recommendations at the Board meeting.
Additional oral testimony may be
provided on specific proposals before
the Board at that time. At that public
meeting, the Board will deliberate and
take final action on proposals received
that request changes to this proposed
rule.

Proposals to the Board to modify the
general fish and wildlife regulations,
wildlife harvest regulations, and
customary and traditional use
determinations must include the
following information:

a. Name, address, and telephone
number of the requestor;

b. Each section and/or paragraph
designation in this proposed rule for
which changes are suggested, if
applicable;

c. A description of the regulatory
change(s) desired;

d. A statement explaining why each
change is necessary;

e. Proposed wording changes; and

f. Any additional information that you
believe will help the Board in
evaluating the proposed change.

The Board immediately rejects
proposals that fail to include the above
information, or proposals that are

beyond the scope of authorities in

§ .24, subpart C (the regulations
governing customary and traditional use
determinations), and §§ .25 and
.26, subpart D (the general and
specific regulations governing the
subsistence take of wildlife). During the
January 2012 meeting, the Board may
defer review and action on some
proposals to allow time for cooperative
planning efforts, or to acquire additional
needed information. The Board may
elect to defer taking action on any given
proposal if the workload of staff,
Regional Advisory Councils, or the
Board becomes excessive. These
deferrals may be based on
recommendations by the affected
Regional Advisory Council(s) or staff
members, or on the basis of the Board’s
intention to do least harm to the
subsistence user and the resource
involved. A proponent of a proposal
may withdraw the proposal provided it
has not been presented to a Regional
Advisory Council for action. The Board
may consider and act on alternatives
that address the intent of a proposal
while differing in approach.

Tribal Consultation and Comment

As expressed in Executive Order
13175, “Consultation and Coordination
with Indian Tribal Governments,” the
Federal officials that have been
delegated authority by the Secretaries
are committed to honoring the unique
government-to-government political
relationship that exists between the
Federal Government and Federally
Recognized Indian Tribes (Tribes) as
listed in 75 FR 60810 (October 1, 2010).
Consultation with Alaska Native
corporations is based on Public Law
108-199, div. H, Sec. 161, Jan. 23, 2004,
118 Stat. 452, as amended by Public
Law 108—447, div. H, title V, Sec. 518,
Dec. 8, 2004, 118 Stat. 3267, which
provides that: “The Director of the
Office of Management and Budget and
all Federal agencies shall hereafter
consult with Alaska Native corporations
on the same basis as Indian tribes under
Executive Order No. 13175.”

The Alaska National Interest Lands
Conservation Act does not provide
rights to Tribes for the subsistence
taking of wildlife, fish, and shellfish.
However, because tribal members are
affected by subsistence fishing, hunting,
and trapping regulations, the
Secretaries, through the Board, will
provide Federally recognized Tribes and
Alaska Native corporations an
opportunity to consult on this rule.

The Board will engage in outreach
efforts for this rule, including a
notification letter, to ensure that Tribes
and Alaska Native corporations are

advised of the mechanisms by which
they can participate. The Board
provides a variety of opportunities for
consultation: Proposing changes to the
existing rule; commenting on proposed
changes to the existing rule; engaging in
dialogue at the Regional Council
meetings; engaging in dialogue at the
Board’s meetings; and providing input
in person, by mail, e-mail, or phone at
any time during the rulemaking process.
The Board will commit to efficiently
and adequately providing an
opportunity to Tribes and Alaska Native
corporations for consultation in regard
to subsistence rulemaking.

The Board will consider Tribes” and
Alaska Native corporations’
information, input, and
recommendations, and address their
concerns as much as practicable. The
Board will inform the Tribes and Alaska
Native corporations how their
recommendations were considered.

Developing the 2012-13 and 2013-14
Wildlife Seasons and Harvest Limit
Regulations

Subpart C and D regulations are
subject to periodic review and revision.
The Federal Subsistence Board
currently completes the process of
revising subsistence take of wildlife
regulations in even-numbered years and
fish and shellfish regulations in odd-
numbered years; public proposal and
review processes take place during the
preceding year. The Board also
addresses customary and traditional use
determinations during the applicable
cycle.

The text of the final rule published
June 30, 2010 (75 FR 37918) for the
2010-12 subparts C and D regulations is
the text of this proposed rule. These
regulations will remain in effect until
subsequent Board action changes
elements as a result of the public review
process outlined above in this
document.

Compliance With Statutory and
Regulatory Authorities

National Environmental Policy Act

A Draft Environmental Impact
Statement that described four
alternatives for developing a Federal
Subsistence Management Program was
distributed for public comment on
October 7, 1991. The Final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEILS)
was published on February 28, 1992.
The Record of Decision (ROD) on
Subsistence Management for Federal
Public Lands in Alaska was signed April
6, 1992. The selected alternative in the
FEIS (Alternative IV) defined the
administrative framework of an annual
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regulatory cycle for subsistence
regulations.

A 1997 environmental assessment
dealt with the expansion of Federal
jurisdiction over fisheries and is
available at the office listed under FOR
FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT. The
Secretary of the Interior, with
concurrence of the Secretary of
Agriculture, determined that expansion
of Federal jurisdiction does not
constitute a major Federal action
significantly affecting the human
environment and, therefore, signed a
Finding of No Significant Impact.

Section 810 of ANILCA

An ANILCA § 810 analysis was
completed as part of the FEIS process on
the Federal Subsistence Management
Program. The intent of all Federal
subsistence regulations is to accord
subsistence uses of fish and wildlife on
public lands a priority over the taking
of fish and wildlife on such lands for
other purposes, unless restriction is
necessary to conserve healthy fish and
wildlife populations. The final § 810
analysis determination appeared in the
April 6, 1992, ROD and concluded that
the Federal Subsistence Management
Program, under Alternative IV with an
annual process for setting subsistence
regulations, may have some local
impacts on subsistence uses, but will
not likely restrict subsistence uses
significantly.

During the subsequent environmental
assessment process for extending
fisheries jurisdiction, an evaluation of
the effects of this rule was conducted in
accordance with §810. That evaluation
also supported the Secretaries’
determination that the rule will not
reach the “may significantly restrict”
threshold that would require notice and
hearings under ANILCA § 810(a).

Paperwork Reduction Act

An agency may not conduct or
sponsor and you are not required to
respond to a collection of information
unless it displays a currently valid
Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) control number. This proposed
rule does not contain any new
collections of information that require
OMB approval. OMB has reviewed and
approved the following collections of
information associated with the
subsistence regulations at 36 CFR part
242 and 50 CFR part 100: Subsistence
hunting and fishing applications,
permits, and reports, Federal
Subsistence Regional Advisory Council
Membership Application/Nomination
and Interview Forms (OMB Control No.
1018-0075 expires January 31, 2013).

Regulatory Planning and Review
(Executive Order 12866)

The Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) has determined that this
proposed rule is not significant and has
not reviewed this rule under Executive
Order 12866. OMB bases its
determination upon the following four
criteria:

(a) Whether the rule will have an
annual effect of $100 million or more on
the economy or adversely affect an
economic sector, productivity, jobs, the
environment, or other units of the
government.

(b) Whether the rule will create
inconsistencies with other agencies’
actions.

(c) Whether the rule will materially
affect entitlements, grants, user fees,
loan programs, or the rights and
obligations of their recipients.

(d) Whether the rule raises novel legal
or policy issues.

Regulatory Flexibility Act

The Regulatory Flexibility Act of 1980
(5 U.S.C. 601 et seq.) requires
preparation of flexibility analyses for
rules that will have a significant effect
on a substantial number of small
entities, which include small
businesses, organizations, or
governmental jurisdictions. In general,
the resources to be harvested under this
rule are already being harvested and
consumed by the local harvester and do
not result in an additional dollar benefit
to the economy. However, we estimate
that two million pounds of meat are
harvested by subsistence users annually
and, if given an estimated dollar value
of $3.00 per pound, this amount would
equate to about $6 million in food value
statewide. Based upon the amounts and
values cited above, the Departments
certify that this rulemaking will not
have a significant economic effect on a
substantial number of small entities
within the meaning of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act.

Small Business Regulatory Enforcement
Fairness Act

Under the Small Business Regulatory
Enforcement Fairness Act (5 U.S.C. 801
et seq.), this rule is not a major rule. It
does not have an effect on the economy
of $100 million or more, will not cause
a major increase in costs or prices for
consumers, and does not have
significant adverse effects on
competition, employment, investment,
productivity, innovation, or the ability
of U.S.-based enterprises to compete
with foreign-based enterprises.

Executive Order 12630

Title VIII of ANILCA requires the
Secretaries to administer a subsistence
priority on public lands. The scope of
this program is limited by definition to
certain public lands. Likewise, these
regulations have no potential takings of
private property implications as defined
by Executive Order 12630.

Unfunded Mandates Reform Act

The Secretaries have determined and
certify pursuant to the Unfunded
Mandates Reform Act, 2 U.S.C. 1502 et
seq., that this rulemaking will not
impose a cost of $100 million or more
in any given year on local or State
governments or private entities. The
implementation of this rule is by
Federal agencies and there is no cost
imposed on any State or local entities or
tribal governments.

Executive Order 12988

The Secretaries have determined that
these regulations meet the applicable
standards provided in §§ 3(a) and 3(b)(2)
of Executive Order 12988, regarding
civil justice reform.

Executive Order 13132

In accordance with Executive Order
13132, the proposed rule does not have
sufficient Federalism implications to
warrant the preparation of a Federalism
Assessment. Title VIII of ANILCA
precludes the State from exercising
subsistence management authority over
fish and wildlife resources on Federal
lands unless it meets certain
requirements.

Executive Order 13175

The Alaska National Interest Lands
Conservation Act does not provide
rights to tribes for the subsistence taking
of wildlife, fish, and shellfish. However,
the Board will provide Federally
recognized Tribes and Alaska Native
corporations an opportunity to consult
on this rule. Consultation with Alaska
Native corporations are based on Public
Law 108-199, div. H, Sec. 161, Jan. 23,
2004, 118 Stat. 452, as amended by
Public Law 108—447, div. H, title V, Sec.
518, Dec. 8, 2004, 118 Stat. 3267, which
provides that: “The Director of the
Office of Management and Budget and
all Federal agencies shall hereafter
consult with Alaska Native corporations
on the same basis as Indian tribes under
Executive Order No. 13175.”

The Secretaries, through the Board,
will provide a variety of opportunities
for consultation: Commenting on
proposed changes to the existing rule;
engaging in dialogue at the Regional
Council meetings; engaging in dialogue
at the Board’s meetings; and providing
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input in person, by mail, e-mail, or
phone at any time during the
rulemaking process.

Executive Order 13211

This Executive Order requires
agencies to prepare Statements of
Energy Effects when undertaking certain
actions. However, this proposed rule is
not a significant regulatory action under
E.O. 13211, affecting energy supply,
distribution, or use, and no Statement of
Energy Effects is required.

Drafting Information

Theo Matuskowitz drafted these
regulations under the guidance of Peter
J. Probasco of the Office of Subsistence
Management, Alaska Regional Office,
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
Anchorage, Alaska. Additional
assistance was provided by:

e Daniel Sharp, Alaska State Office,
Bureau of Land Management;

¢ Sandy Rabinowitch and Nancy
Swanton, Alaska Regional Office,
National Park Service;

e Dr. Glenn Chen, Alaska Regional
Office, Bureau of Indian Affairs;

¢ Jerry Berg, Alaska Regional Office,
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; and

¢ Steve Kessler, Alaska Regional
Office, U.S. Forest Service.

List of Subjects
36 CFR Part 242

Administrative practice and
procedure, Alaska, Fish, National
forests, Public lands, Reporting and
recordkeeping requirements, Wildlife.

50 CFR Part 100

Administrative practice and
procedure, Alaska, Fish, National
forests, Public lands, Reporting and
recordkeeping requirements, Wildlife.

Proposed Regulation Promulgation

For the reasons set out in the
preamble, the Federal Subsistence
Board proposes to amend 36 CFR part
242 and 50 CFR part 100 for the 2012—
13 and 2013-14 regulatory years. The
text of the proposed amendments to 36
CFR 242.24, 242.25, and 242.26 and 50
CFR 100.24, 100.25, and 100.26 is the
final rule for the 2010-12 regulatory
period (75 FR 37918; June 30, 2010), as
modified by any subsequent Federal
Subsistence Board action.

January 13, 2011.

Peter J. Probasco,

Acting Chair, Federal Subsistence Board.
January 13, 2011.

Steve Kessler,

Subsistence Program Leader, USDA-Forest
Service.

[FR Doc. 2011-2679 Filed 2—7-11; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 3410-11-P; 4310-55-P

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Fish and Wildlife Service

50 CFR Part 17

[Docket No. FWS—-R9-1A-2008-0123; MO
92210-1113FWDB B6]

RIN 1018-AI83

Endangered and Threatened Wildlife
and Plants; Reclassifying the Wood
Bison (Bison bison athabascae) Under
the Endangered Species Act as
Threatened Throughout Its Range

AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Service,
Interior.

ACTION: Proposed rule and notice of 12-
month petition finding.

SUMMARY: We, the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (Service), propose to
reclassify the wood bison (Bison bison
athabascae) from endangered to
threatened under the Endangered
Species Act of 1973, as amended (Act).
This proposed action is amended based
on a review of the best available
scientific and commercial data, which
indicate that the endangered
designation no longer correctly reflects
the status of the wood bison. This
proposal also constitutes our 12-month
finding on the petition to reclassify this
subspecies. We are seeking data and
comments from the public on this
proposed rule.

DATES: We must receive your written
comments on this proposed rule by
April 11, 2011 in order to consider
them. We must receive your written
request for a public hearing by March
25, 2011.

ADDRESSES: You may submit written
comments and other information by
either of the following methods:

e Federal eRulemaking Portal: http://
www.regulations.gov. Follow the
instructions for submitting comments.

e U.S. mail or hand-delivery: Public
Comments Processing, Attn: FWS—R9-
IA—-2008-0123; Division of Policy and
Directives Management; U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service; 4401 N. Fairfax Drive,
Suite 222; Arlington, VA 22203.

We will post all comments on
http://www.regulations.gov. This

generally means that we will post any
personal information you provide us
(see the Public Comments section below
for more information).

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Marilyn Myers at U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, Fisheries and Ecological
Services, 1011 E. Tudor Road,
Anchorage, Alaska 99503, or telephone
907-786—-3559 or by facsimile at (907)
786—3848. If you use a
telecommunications device for the deaf
(TDD), please call the Federal
Information Relay Service (FIRS) at
800-877-8339.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Public Comments

We intend that any final action
resulting from this proposed rule will be
based on the best scientific and
commercial data available and be as
accurate and as effective as possible.
Therefore, we request comments or
information from the public, other
concerned governmental agencies, the
scientific community, industry, or any
other interested party concerning this
proposed rule to reclassify the wood
bison as threatened. The comments that
will be most useful and likely to
influence our decisions are those that
are supported by data or peer-reviewed
studies and those that include citations
to, and analyses of, applicable laws and
regulations. Please make your comments
as specific as possible and explain the
basis for them. In addition, please
include sufficient information with your
comments (such as scientific journal
articles or other publications) to allow
us to authenticate any scientific or
commercial information you include.
We particularly seek comments
concerning:

(1) Information on taxonomy,
distribution, habitat selection and use,
food habits, population density and
trends, habitat trends, disease, and
effects of management on wood bison;

(2) Information on captive herds,
including efficacy of breeding and
reintroduction programs, origin of
parental stock, stock supplementation
for genetic purposes, growth rates, birth
and mortality rates in captivity, location
of captive herds in comparison to wild
populations, effects of captive breeding
on the species, and any other factors
from captive breeding that might affect
wild populations or natural habitat;

(3) Information on the adequacy of
existing regulatory mechanisms; trends
in domestic and international trade of
live specimens, sport-hunted trophies,
or other parts and products; poaching of
wild wood bison; illegal trade and
enforcement efforts and solutions; and
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oversight of reintroduction or
introduction programs;

(4) Information on the effects of other
potential threat factors, including
contaminants, changes of the
distribution and abundance of wild
populations, disease episodes within
wild and captive populations, large
mortality events, the effects of climate
change, or negative effects resulting
from the presence of invasive species;

(5) Information on management
programs for wood bison conservation
in the wild, including private, tribal, or
governmental conservation programs
that benefit wood bison; and

(6) Current or planned activities
within the geographic range of the wood
bison that may impact or benefit the
species including any planned
developments, roads, or expansion of
agricultural enterprises.

Please note that submissions merely
stating support for or opposition to the
action under consideration without
providing supporting information,
although noted, will not be considered
in making a determination, as section
4(b)(1)(A) of the Endangered Species
Act (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) directs that
a determination as to whether any
species is a threatened or endangered
species must be made “solely on the
basis of the best scientific and
commercial data available.”

Prior to issuing a final rule on this
proposed action, we will take into
consideration all comments and any
additional information we receive. Such
information may lead to a final rule that
differs from this proposal. All comments
and recommendations, including names
and addresses, will become part of the
administrative record.

You may submit your comments and
materials concerning this proposed rule
by one of the methods listed in the
ADDRESSES section. We will not accept
comments sent by e-mail or fax or to an
address not listed in the ADDRESSES
section.

We will post your entire comments—
including your personal identifying
information—on http://
www.regulations.gov. If your written
comments provide personal identifying
information, you may request at the top
of your documents that we withhold
this information from public review.
However, we cannot guarantee that we
will be able to do so.

Comments and materials we receive,
as well as supporting documentation we
used in preparing this proposed rule,
will be available for public inspection
on http://www.regulations.gov, or by
appointment, during normal business
hours, at the U.S. Fish and Wildlife

Service, Anchorage Regional Office (see
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT).

Public Hearing

Section 4(b)(5)(E) of the Act provides
for one or more public hearings on this
proposal, if requested. We must receive
requests for public hearings, in writing,
at the address shown in FOR FURTHER
INFORMATION CONTACT by the date shown
in DATES. We will schedule public
hearings on this proposal, if any are
requested, and announce the dates,
times, and places of those hearings, as
well as how to obtain reasonable
accommodations, in the Federal
Register at least 15 days before the first
hearing.

Background

Section 4(b)(3)(A) of the Act requires
the Service to make a finding known as
a “90-day finding,” on whether a
petition to add, remove, or reclassify a
species from the list of endangered or
threatened species has presented
substantial information indicating that
the requested action may be warranted.
To the maximum extent practicable, the
finding shall be made within 90 days
following receipt of the petition and
published promptly in the Federal
Register. If the Service finds that the
petition has presented substantial
information indicating that the
requested action may be warranted
(referred to as a positive finding),
section 4(b)(3)(A) of the Act requires the
Service to commence a status review of
the species if one has not already been
initiated under the Service’s internal
candidate assessment process. In
addition, section 4(b)(3)(B) of the Act
requires the Service to make a finding
within 12 months following receipt of
the petition on whether the requested
action is warranted, not warranted, or
warranted but precluded by higher-
priority listing actions (this finding is
referred to as the “12-month finding”).
Section 4(b)(3)(C) of the Act requires
that a finding of warranted but
precluded for petitioned species should
be treated as having been resubmitted
on the date of the warranted but
precluded finding, and is, therefore,
subject to a new finding within 1 year
and subsequently thereafter until we
take action on a proposal to list or
withdraw our original finding. The
Service publishes an annual notice of
resubmitted petition findings (annual
notice) for all foreign species for which
listings were previously found to be
warranted but precluded.

In this notice, we announce a
warranted 12-month finding and
proposed rule to reclassify the wood

bison from an endangered species to a
threatened species under the Act.

Previous Federal Actions

The listing history is reconstructed
here based on Federal Register
documents and the Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR). Wood bison became
listed in the United States under the
1969 Endangered Species Conservation
Act when it was included on the first
List of Endangered Foreign Fish and
Wildlife, which was published in the
Federal Register on June 2, 1970 (35 FR
8491). A column labeled “where found”
indicated “Canada,” but the introduction
to the list stated that “[t]he “Where
Found’ column is a general guide to the
native countries or regions where the
named animals are found. It is not
intended to be definitive.”

In 1974, the first list under the 1973
Endangered Species Act appeared in the
CFR. Because the wood bison was listed
under the 1969 Endangered Species
Conservation Act, there is not a separate
Federal Register notice that defined the
population(s) and analyzed threats to
the species. Like the 1970 list, the list
for foreign species at 50 CFR 17.11
listed the wood bison, with a “where
found” column indicating “Canada.”
Section 17.11 further specified that
“[t]he ‘where found’ column is provided
for the convenience of the public, is not
exhaustive, is not required to be given
by law, and has no legal significance.”

Population-based listings, the
precursor to the current Distinct
Population Segments (DPS) approach
first appeared with the 1975 list. In the
1975 CFR, wood bison appeared listed
with “N/A” (not applicable) under
“Population.” Section 17.11(b) stated
that the “Population” column, along
with the scientific and common names,
“define[s] the ‘species’ of wildlife within
the meaning of the Act.” This section for
the first time also indicated that “[t]he
prohibitions in the Act and in this Part
17 apply to all specimens of the
‘species’ listed, wherever they are
found, and to their progeny.” The
“Known Distribution” column for wood
bison again indicated “Canada.”
Paragraph (d) of §17.11 reiterated that
the “known distribution” column was
“[flor information purposes only” and
also advised that the column “does not
imply any limitation on the application
of the prohibitions in the Act and in this
Part 17. Such prohibitions apply to all
specimens of the species, wherever
found.” Wood bison remained listed in
this manner until 1979.

In 1979, the Service published a
notification in the Federal Register that
questioned the listing status of the wood
bison along with six other species. The
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notification advised that the Service had
failed to follow a procedural
requirement of the 1969 Act for these
species (consulting with the governor of
any state in which the species is found),
and thus concluded that the U.S.
populations of these species were not
covered by the listing, although the
foreign populations would continue to
be covered. The notice was also clear
that the Service had always intended for
all populations—foreign and domestic—
of all seven species to be covered by the
listing. The Service followed up on the
notification on July 25, 1980, with a rule
for five of the species in which it
proposed to include the U.S.
populations in the listing to correct the
procedural error (45 FR 49844). The
1980 proposed rule did not include the
wood bison. The Service indicated that
the procedural error did not apply to
wood bison because no non-hybridized
wood bison were found in the United
States. If no pure wood bison occurred
in the United States as of the
subspecies’ listing under the 1969 Act,
there would have been no States to
consult with and, therefore, no
procedural listing error.

Although the Service had found no
error with the original listing of the
entire wood bison subspecies, the 1980
CFR for the first time mistakenly
indicated that the listed entity for wood
bison was a DPS. The CFR indicated
“Canada” in the “Vertebrate population
where endangered or threatened”
column. The listing has remained in this
form through the current CFR. Despite
this 1980 designation, it is clear that the
wood bison is listed at the subspecies
level. The CFR through 1980 indicates
the Service’s intent of the original
listing, and we have conducted no
rulemaking since that time to change the
scope of the listed entity. The entire
“population” of wood bison in Canada is
the full extent of the subspecies’ current
range and no individuals occur in the
wild outside this population. Therefore,
the wood bison in Canada would not
qualify for a population-based listing
(i.e., a DPS).

On May 14, 1998, the Service received
a petition from a private individual
requesting that the Service remove the
wood bison from the List of Endangered
and Threatened Wildlife, primarily
because it had been downlisted under
CITES. In a 90-day finding published on
November 25, 1998 (63 FR 65164), we
found that the petitioner did not
provide substantial information to
indicate that the delisting may be
warranted.

On November 26, 2007, we received
a petition from the co-chairs of Canada’s
National Wood Bison Recovery Team
requesting that we reclassify the wood
bison from endangered to threatened.
The petition contained information
about recovery efforts in Canada and
referred to information provided to the
Service. On February 3, 2009, we
published a 90-day finding (74 FR 5908)
acknowledging that the petition
provided sufficient information to
indicate that reclassification may be
warranted and that we would initiate a
status review. This document represents
both our 12-month finding for wood
bison and a proposed rule to downlist
the species.

Species Information
Taxonomy and Species Description

Wood bison (Bison bison athabascae)
belongs to the family Bovidae, which
also includes cattle, sheep and goats.
Debate over the generic name Bison
continues with some authorities using
Bos and others using Bison depending
on the methodology used to determine
relationships among members of the
tribe Bovini (Asian water buffalo,
African buffalo, cattle and their wild
relatives, and bison) (Boyd et al. 2010,
pp- 13-15.). In this discussion, we will
use Bison, which is consistent with
“Wild Mammals of North America”
(Reynolds et al. 2003, p. 1010),
“Mammal Species of the World” (Wilson
and Reeder 2005, p. 689), and the Wood
Bison Recovery Team (Gates et al. 2001,
P- 25). Wood bison was first described
as a subspecies in 1897 (Rhoads 1897,
Pp- 498-500). One other extant bison
subspecies, the plains bison (B. b.
bison), occurs in the United States and
Canada. Based on the historical physical
separation, and quantifiable behavioral,
morphological, and phenological
(appearance) differences between the
two subspecies, the scientific evidence
indicates that subspecific designation is
appropriate (van Zyll de Jong et al.
1995, p. 403; FEAP 1990, p. 24;
Reynolds et al. 2003, p. 1010; Gates et
al. 2010, pp. 15-17).

Wood bison is the largest native
extant terrestrial mammal in North
America (Reynolds et al. 2003, p. 1015).
Average weight of mature males (age 8)
is 910 kilograms (kg) (2,006 pounds (1b))
and the average weight of mature
females (age 13) is 440 kg (970 1b)
(Reynolds et al. 2003, p. 1015). They
have a large triangular head, a thin
beard and rudimentary throat mane, and
a poorly demarcated cape (Boyd et al.

2010, p. 16). In addition, the highest
point of their hump is forward of their
front legs; they have reduced chaps on
their front legs; and their horns usually
extend above the hair on their head
(Boyd et al. 2010, p. 16). These physical
characteristics distinguish them from
the plains bison (Reynolds et al. 2003,
p. 1015; Boyd et al. 2010, p. 16).

Distribution

The exact extent of the original range
of wood bison cannot be determined
with certainty based on available
information, but was limited to North
America (Gates et al. 2001, p. 11).
However, historically, the range of the
wood bison was generally north of that
occupied by the plains bison and
included most boreal regions of
northern Alberta; northeastern British
Columbia east of Cordillera; a small
portion of northwestern Saskatchewan;
the western Northwest Territories south
and west of Great Slave Lake; the
Mackenzie River Valley; most of The
Yukon Territory; and much of interior
Alaska (Reynolds et al. 2003, pp. 1011—
1012). Skinner and Kaisen (1947, pp.
158, 164) suggested that the
prehistorical U.S. range extended from
Alaska to Colorado, and Stephenson et
al. (2001, p. 140) concluded that wood
bison were present within the
boundaries of what is now defined as
Alaska until their disappearance during
the last few hundred years. Currently,
there is neither a wild population in
Alaska nor the continental United States
(Harper and Gates 2000, p. 917;
Stephenson et al. 2001, p. 140).

During the early 1800s, wood bison
numbers were estimated at 168,000, but
by the late 1800s, the subspecies was
nearly eliminated with only a few
hundred remaining (Gates et al. 2001, p.
11). In the words of Soper (1941, p.
362), wood “bison appear to have been
practically exterminated,” and based on
the fate of plains bison, in which 40 to
60 million animals were reduced to just
over 1,000 animals in less than 100
years (Hornaday 1889; Wilson and
Strobeck 1998, p. 180), overharvest may
have been the cause for the decline
(Harper and Gates 2000, p. 915). The
fact that populations began to rebound
once protection was in place and
enforced supports this idea (Soper 1941,
pp- 362-363). In 1922, Wood Buffalo
National Park (WBNP) was set aside for
the protection of the last remnant
population of wood bison. Since that
time several additional herds have been
established (Table 1).
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TABLE 1—SIZES OF WOOD BISON HERDS IN CANADA FROM 1978 TO 2008 (DATA PROVIDED BY CANADIAN WILDLIFE

SERVICE)
Herd category and name 1978 1988 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008

Free-ranging, disease-free herds:

MACKENZIE ...t 1718 1908 2000 2000 | ~2000 1600

[N E= g F= T o o USRS 30 160 170 399 400 400

ATSNINIK e e 500 530 550 700 1100

HAY-ZAMA ..o s 130 234 350 600 750

NOFAQUIST ...ttt 50 60 112 140 140

EHNITNUN et sane e snnees | eeneeeenies | eeessireees | ceeeeeene 43 70 124 124

ChiteK LaAKE ..ot 70 100 150 225 300
Free-ranging, diseased herds:

Wood Buffalo ! National Park ..........cceceiiiiiiiiieieieieceeneeieesieene | eeveenieees | eeveeees 2178 4050 | 24947 | 35641 | 44639

1Excluding adjacent diseased Wentzel, Wabasca, and Slave River Lowlands herds.

2Population estimate for year 2003.
3 Population estimate for year 2005.
4 Population estimate for year 2007.

Another factor that is thought to have
played a role in the decline in wood
bison is a gradual loss of meadow
habitat through forest encroachment
(Stephenson et al. 2001, p. 143; Quinlan
et al. 2003, p. 343; Strong and Gates
2009, p. 439). Although not quantified,
it is likely that because of fire
suppression, and subsequent forest
encroachment on meadows, there was a
net loss of suitable open meadow
habitat for wood bison throughout their
range through about 1990. More
intensive fire management began in
Canada in the early 1900s with the
philosophy that fire was destructive and
should be eliminated to protect property
and permit proper forest management
(Stocks et al. 2003, p. 2). However,
wildfire is an integral component of
boreal forest ecology (Weber and
Flannigan 1997, p. 146; Rupp et al.
2004, p. 213; Soja et al. 2007, p. 277).
Without fire, trees encroach on
meadows and eventually the meadow
habitat is lost and replaced by forest.

Habitat

The foraging habitats most favored by
wood bison are grass and sedge
meadows occurring on alkaline soils.
These meadows are typically
interspersed among tracts of coniferous
forest, stands of poplar or aspen, bogs,
fens, and shrublands. Meadows
typically represent 5 to 20 percent of the
landscape occupied by wood bison
(Larter and Gates 1991a, p. 2682; Gates
et al. 2001, p. 23). Wet meadows are
rarely used in the summer, probably
because of the energy required to
maneuver through the mud, but they are
used in late summer when they become
drier, and in the winter when they
freeze (Larter and Gates 1991b, pp. 133,
135; Strong and Gates 2009, p. 438). In
the summer, when daily access to
surface water is required for hydration,

availability of water is also important
(Fortin et al. 2003, pp. 223, 225).

Biology

Characteristic of other grazing
ruminants, bison have a four-chambered
stomach that efficiently processes and
digests a diet of grasses high in roughage
(Reynolds et al. 2003, p. 1019). Because
they can thrive on coarse grasses and
sedges, they occupy a niche within the
boreal forest that is not utilized by other
northern herbivores such as moose or
caribou (Gates et al. 2001, p. 25).
Several studies indicate that wood bison
prefer sedges (Carex spp.), which can
comprise up to 98 percent of the winter
diet (Reynolds et al. 1978, p. 586; Smith
1990, p. 88; Larter and Gates 1991a, p.
2679; Fortin et al. 2003, pp. 224-225).
Seasonally, other important diet items
include grasses, willow, and lichen
(Reynolds et al. 1978, p. 586; Smith
1990, p. 88; Larter and Gates 1991a, pp.
2680-2681; Fortin et al. 2003, pp. 224—
225).

Wood bison are gregarious, with
cows, calves, and yearlings found in
matriarchal groups ranging up to a few
dozen animals (Stephenson et al. 2001,
p- 125; Strong and Gates 2009, p. 438).
Mature bulls seldom form groups of
more than a few animals, and solitary
bulls are common (Fuller 1960, p. 11).
Wood bison home range size varies with
age, sex, and availability of forage
(Larter and Gates 1994, p. 147). Home
ranges of females are larger than those
of males (Larter and Gates 1994, p. 147).
For wood bison in the Mackenzie Bison
Sanctuary, mean area of home range for
females was 897 square kilometers
(km2) (346 square miles (mi2) and for
males 433 km2 (167 mi2) (Larter and
Gates 1994, p. 146). Most likely females
need larger areas because they occur in
larger groups than the males (Larter and
Gates 1994, p. 142). The large home
ranges of both sexes may be a response

to limited forage availability and widely
spaced meadows (Strong and Gates
2009, p. 438).

Free-ranging wood bison roam
extensively with annual maximum
traveling distance from each
individual’s center-of-activity averaging
from 45 to 50 km (28 to 31 mi) (Chen
and Morley 2005, p. 430). However,
some captive animals released into the
wild have traveled over 250 km (155 mi)
(Gates et al. 1992, pp. 151-152). Herds
are fluid and individuals interchange
freely (Fuller 1960, p. 15; Wilson et al.
2002, p. 1545). Wood bison travel
between favored foraging habitats along
direct routes including established
trails, roads, river corridors, and
transmission lines (Reynolds et al. 1978,
p. 587; Mitchell 2002, p. 50). Bison are
also powerful swimmers and will cross
even large rivers such as the Peace,
Slave, Liard, and Nahanni to reach
forage, provided that there are low
banks for entry and exit (Fuller 1960, p.
5; Mitchell 2002, pp. 32, 50; Larter et al.
2003, pp. 408—412).

The wood bison’s breeding season is
from July to October. The age of first
reproduction depends on nutritional
condition and disease status and is,
therefore, variable (Gates et al. 2010, p.
49). Females typically produce their
first calf when they are 3 years old and
may be reproductively successful up to
age 20 (Wilson et al. 2002, p. 1545).
Although capable of reproduction at age
2, males typically do not participate in
the rut until they are 5 or 6, and
reproductive success is at its maximum
between ages 7 and 14 (Wilson et al.
2002, pp. 1538, 1544). Bison have a
polygynous mating system, in which
one male mates with several females
(Wilson et al. 2002, p. 1538). When
habitat is adequate and there are no
other limiting factors such as disease
and predation, wood bison populations
have expanded exponentially (FEAP
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1990, pp. 34-35; Gates and Larter 1990,
p. 233). Consequently, newly
introduced populations have the
capacity to grow quickly, as
demonstrated by the Mackenzie herd
(Gates and Larter 1990, p. 235).

Wood bison are susceptible to a
variety of diseases that may affect their
population dynamics. The most
important are anthrax, bovine
brucellosis, and bovine tuberculosis,
none of which are endemic to wood
bison (Gates et al. 2010, pp. 28-32).
Anthrax is an infectious bacterial
disease that is transmitted through the
inhalation or ingestion of endospores
(Gates et al. 2010, p. 28). The disease is
rapidly fatal with death usually
occurring within several days once the
clinical signs appear (Dragon et al. 1999,
p. 209). Between 1962 and 1993, nine
outbreaks were recorded in northern
Canada, killing at least 1,309 bison
(Dragon et al. 1999, p. 209). Additional
outbreaks continued to occur through at
least 2007 (GNT 2009, p. 13). Factors
associated with outbreaks are high
ambient temperatures, high densities of
insects, and high densities of bison as
they congregate in areas of diminishing
forage and water (Dragon et al. 1999, p.
212). Sexually mature males are more
susceptible than cows, juveniles, or
calves, perhaps because of elevated
levels of testosterone (Dragon et al.
1999, p. 211). Anthrax is not treatable in
free-ranging wildlife, but captive bison
can be vaccinated effectively and treated
with antibiotics (Gates et al. 2001, p.
22).

Bovine brucellosis is caused by the
bacterium Brucella abortus (Tessaro
1989, p. 416). Although the primary
hosts are bovids, other ungulates such
as elk can be infected. The disease is
primarily transmitted through oral
contact with aborted fetuses,
contaminated placentas, and uterine
discharges. Greater than 90 percent of
infected female bison abort during their
first pregnancy (Gates et al. 2010, p. 30).
Naturally acquired immunity reduces
the abortion rate with subsequent
pregnancies (Aune and Gates 2010, p.
30). Male bison experience
inflammation of their reproductive
organs and in advanced cases, sterility.
Both sexes are susceptible to bursitis
and arthritis caused by concentrations
of the bacterium in the joints, which
may make them more susceptible to
predation (Joly 2001, pp. 97-98). Two
vaccines, S19 and SR B51, have been
developed in an attempt to prevent
bovine brucellosis (Aune and Gates
2010, pp. 30—31). S19 induces abortion
in cows and is only about 39 percent
effective in preventing infection (Davis
et al. 1991, p. 262). SR B51 also induces

abortion in pregnant cows, but calfhood
vaccination appears to be an effective
tool in preventing transmission of the
disease (Palmer et al. 1996, p. 1607;
Olsen et al. 2003, p. 22). Brucellosis is
extremely difficult to eradicate in
ungulates; the combined use of
quarantine protocols, serum testing,
slaughter, and vaccination is being
explored as a means of controlling the
disease (Nishi et al. 2002, pp. 230-233;
Bienen and Tabor 2006, pp. 324-325;
Aune and Gates 2010, p. 31).

Bovine tuberculosis is a chronic
infectious disease caused by the
bacterium Mycobacterium bovis
(Tessaro 1989, p. 417). Historical
evidence indicates that bovine
tuberculosis did not occur in bison prior
to contact with infected domestic cattle
(Tessaro 1989, p. 416). Wood bison were
infected in the 1920s when plains bison
were introduced into the range of wood
bison (Tessaro 1989, p. 417). Currently,
the disease is concentrated in bison in
and near (Wabasca, Wentzel, and Slave
River Lowlands herds) WBNP. The
disease is primarily transmitted by
inhalation and ingestion of the
bacterium, but may also pass to
offspring through the placenta or
contaminated milk (FEAP 1990, p. 11).
Bovine tuberculosis is a chronic disease
that progressively becomes debilitating;
advanced cases are fatal. There is not an
effective vaccine for immunization
against tuberculosis (FEAP 1990, p. 2).

Wood bison herds in and around
WBNP, Alberta and the Northwest
Territories, Canada, are infected with
brucellosis and bovine tuberculosis.
These diseased herds account for about
half of the free-ranging wood bison and
are the only known reservoirs of
tuberculosis and brucellosis among the
herds (Gates et al. 2010, pp. 4, 35).
Approximately 30 percent of the
animals in these herds test positive for
brucellosis and 21 to 49 percent test
positive for tuberculosis. The combined
prevalence of the two diseases is 42
percent (Tessaro et al. 1990, p. 174;
Gates et al. 2010, p. 35). Wood bison
cows infected with both tuberculosis
and brucellosis are less likely to be
pregnant, and infected herds are more
likely to have their populations
regulated by wolf predation (Tessaro et
al. 1990, p. 179; Joly and Messier 2004,
p- 1173; Joly and Messier 2005, p. 549).
Unlike anthrax which occurs in
outbreaks in which many animals die at
one time, brucellosis and tuberculosis
are chronic diseases that weaken
animals over time.

Conservation Status

In Canada, the Committee on the
Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada

(COSEWIC) was established in 1977, to
assess species’ status and evaluate their
risk of extinction. In 1978, the
COSEWIC designated wood bison as
endangered based primarily on the fact
that there were only about 400 disease-
free wood bison; 100 in a captive herd
and 300 in a free-ranging herd. In 1988,
wood bison was downlisted to
threatened in Canada because of data
presented in a status report prepared by
the National Wood Bison Recovery
Team which documented progress
towards recovery (Gates et al. 2001, p.
28; Gates et al. 2010, p. 65). A review
by the COSEWIC in 2000 confirmed that
“threatened” was the appropriate
designation at that time (Gates et al.
2010, p. 65).

The wood bison was placed in
Appendix I of the Convention on
International Trade in Endangered
Species of Wild Fauna and Flora
(CITES) on July 1, 1975, when the treaty
first went into effect. On September 28,
1997, it was downlisted to Appendix II
based on a proposal from Canada that
described progress in implementation of
the Canadian recovery plan
(Government of Canada 1997, entire).
CITES Appendix-II species are not
necessarily considered to be threatened
with extinction now but may become so
unless trade in the species is regulated.
The United States voted in support of
the downlisting.

Recovery Actions

Section 4(f) of the Act directs us to
develop and implement recovery plans
for the conservation and survival of
endangered and threatened species,
unless the Director determines that such
a plan will not promote the
conservation of the species. The Service
has not developed a recovery plan for
wood bison, because no wild
populations of wood bison currently
exist in the United States. In Canada,
the National Wood Bison Recovery
Team published a national recovery
plan in 2001 (Gates et al. 2001) and is
currently preparing a revision to the
plan. The purpose of the recovery plan
is to advance the recovery of the wood
bison; specific criteria for delisting
under SARA were not specified.
Management plans for the provinces
support the goals and objectives of the
National Recovery Plan (e.g., Harper and
Gates 2000, p. 917; GNT 2009, p. 4).
Four goals were established to advance
the recovery of wood bison (Gates et al.
2001):

(1) To reestablish at least four
discrete, free-ranging, disease-free, and
viable populations of 400 or more wood
bison in Canada, emphasizing recovery
in their original range, thereby
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enhancing the prospects for survival of
the subspecies and contributing to the
maintenance of ecological processes and
biological diversity.

(2) To foster the restoration of wood
bison in other parts of their original
range and in suitable habitat elsewhere,
thereby ensuring their long-term
survival.

(3) To ensure that the genetic integrity
of wood bison is maintained without
further loss as a consequence of human
intervention.

(4) To restore disease-free wood bison
herds, thereby contributing to the
aesthetic, cultural, economic, and social
well-being of local communities and
society in general.

Revisions to the List of Endangered
and Threatened Wildlife (adding,
removing, or reclassifying a species)
must reflect determinations made in
accordance with sections 4(a)(1) and
4(b) of the Act. Section 4(a)(1) requires
that the Secretary determine whether a
species is endangered or threatened, as
defined by the Act, because of one or
more of the five factors outlined in
section 4(a)(1). In other words, an
analysis of the five factors under 4(a)(1)
can result in a determination that a
species is no longer endangered or
threatened. Section 4(b) requires the
determination made under section
4(a)(1) be based on the best scientific
and commercial data available and after
taking into account those efforts, if any,
being made by any State or foreign
nation to protect such species. In the
absence of a recovery plan for wood
bison in the United States, we rely on
the five-factor analysis and progress
towards meeting the recovery goals
outlined in the Canadian recovery plan
in this proposed rule to determine if it
is appropriate to reclassify wood bison.
We also take into consideration the
conservation actions that have occurred,
are ongoing, and are planned.

In 1978, there was one free-ranging,
disease-free herd with 300 individuals,
the MacKenzie herd (Table 1). By 2000,
when the last Canadian status review
was conducted, the number of disease-
free herds had grown to 6, with a total
of approximately 2,800 individuals
(Table 1). Since 2000, an additional
herd has been established bringing the
total number to 7, and the number of
disease-free, free-ranging bison has
increased to approximately 4,400 (Table
1). Four of the herds have a population
of 400 or more, meeting recovery goal
number 1 (Table 1). The free-ranging,
disease-free herds are discussed in
detail below.

Free-ranging Herds, Disease-free Herds

The Mackenzie bison herd was
established in 1963 with the
translocation of 18 wood bison that
were originally captured in an isolated
area of WBNP. This herd is currently the
largest free-ranging, disease-free herd of
wood bison, with approximately 1,600
to 2,000 animals (Reynolds et al. 2004,
p- 7). The Mackenzie Bison Sanctuary
was established in 1979 and
encompasses an area of 6,300 km?2
(2,432 mi2) northwest of Great Slave
Lake. The current range of the
Mackenzie bison herd (12,000 km?
(4,633 mi2)) extends well beyond the
boundaries of the sanctuary. Habitat
protection within the range of the
Mackenzie bison herd is facilitated
through the SARA, Canada’s equivalent
to the Act, and the Mackenzie Valley
Resource Management Act of 1998.
Although the Mackenzie Valley
Resource Management Act does not
specifically provide protection to wood
bison, it did create a Land and Water
Board (LWB), which is given the power
to regulate the use of land and water,
including the issuance of land use
permits and water licenses. Under
current management, an annual harvest
is allowed (described in Factor B
below), and the Mackenzie herd size has
been greater than the recovery target of
400 since 1987, with approximately
1,600 to 2,000 animals (Gates and Larter
1999, p. 233; Table 1). Thus, the
Mackenzie herd contributes to recovery
goals 1 and 4.

Five releases of wood bison totaling
170 animals from 1988 to 1991
established the Aishihik herd in
southwestern Yukon, in a remote area
west of Whitehorse, Canada. Herd size
has totaled over 400 since 1999 (Gates
et al. 2001, p. 14; Table 1). With a
current population of approximately
1,000 animals, it is the second-largest
herd. The herd inhabits approximately
9,000 km? (3,475 mi?) of largely
undeveloped habitat near the
community of Haines Junction, adjacent
to Kluane National Park. Less than 5
percent of the range of the Aishihik herd
is on private lands (First Nation
Settlement Lands), and these
landowners participate in a
management planning team specifically
for this herd. The remainder of the
herd’s range is owned by the
Government of Canada, and there are no
threats to habitat in this area (Reynolds
et al. 2004, p. 9). The herd has room to
expand or shift its range, because there
are no large-scale developments east,
west, or north of the present range for
several hundred kilometers. Small-scale
agricultural development to the south of

the present range, however, could
restrict range expansion in that
direction (Reynolds et al. 2004, p. 9).
Regulated hunting occurs on this herd
(described in Factor B below). Other
than regulated harvest, no other limiting
factors have been identified (Reynolds
et al. 2004, p. 17). The Aishihik herd
contributes to recovery goals 1, 2, and

4.

The Hay-Zama herd was established
in 1984, when 29 wood bison were
transferred from Elk Island National
Park to the holding corral site near Hay-
Zama Lakes, Alberta (Gates et al. 2001,
p- 17). A herd of 48 wood bison became
free-ranging when portions of the corral
they were being held in collapsed in
1993 (Gates et al. 2001, p. 17). Since
then, the free-ranging herd has grown to
approximately 750 animals (Table 1),
thus contributing to recovery goals 1, 2,
and 4. In 1995, the Government of
Alberta established a 36,000 km?
(13,900 mi2) Bison Management Area
around the Hay-Zama herd in the
northwestern corner of the province. In
this area, all wood bison are legally
protected from hunting under Alberta’s
Wildlife Act; outside of the area they are
not protected. Collisions with vehicles
are the largest source of known
mortality for individuals in this herd
(Mitchell and Gates 2002, p. 9).

The Nahanni herd, established in
1980 with the release of 28 wood bison,
occurs primarily in southeast Yukon
and northeast British Columbia.
Population size has been approximately
400 animals or more since 2004 (Table
1). Availability of suitable habitat may
limit this herd’s size (Gates et al. 2001,
p- 17). The Nordquist herd was
established in 1995, near the Laird River
in northeastern British Columbia (Table
1). Because the majority of the herd
occupies habitat near the Alaska
Highway, vehicle collisions are the
primary source of mortality (Reynolds et
al. 2009, p. 6). It is anticipated that the
Nordquist and Nahanni herds will
eventually coalesce into one herd
because of their close proximity and the
presence of river corridors that provide
travel corridors (Gates et al. 2001, p. 18).
Although it has not yet occurred,
combination of the two herds would
create a herd with numbers that exceed
the recovery criterion of 400 (Table 1).

The Etthithun herd was established in
2002, near Etthithun Lake, British
Columbia. Factors limiting the size of
this herd include the amount and
location of suitable habitat, conflicts
with humans and industrial
development, and potential contact with
commercial plains bison (BC MOE, pers.
comm., 2010). Current population size
is approximately 124 (Table 1);



6740

Federal Register/Vol. 76, No. 26/ Tuesday, February 8, 2011/Proposed Rules

consequently, this herd does not
currently meet the recovery criterion of
400 individuals. However, it does
contribute to recovery goals 2 and 4.
The Chitek Lake herd was established
in 1991, in Manitoba, Canada. The
Chitek Lake Wood Bison Management
Committee plans to maintain the herd at
approximately 300 animals to keep the
herd within carrying capacity of the
habitat. The 100,300 hectare (ha)
(25,452 acre (ac)) Chitek Lake Park
Reserve provides habitat protection for
the core range of the herd. Limiting
factors for the herd include accidental
mortality from drowning, starvation in
bad winters, and predation from wolves
(Manitoba Conservation, pers. comm.,
2010). Although outside of the historic
range of wood bison, Chitek Lake herd
plays an important role in wood bison
conservation because it is an isolated
disease-free herd and, consequently,
provides security to the species through
population redundancy, thus
contributing to recovery goal 2.

Captive Disease-free Herds

In addition to the free-ranging wood
bison herds discussed above, four
captive herds have been established,
although only three are currently viable.
The Elk Island National Park herd in
Alberta, Canada, was established in
1965 from wood bison transferred from
an isolated portion of WBNP. It is the
national conservation herd and has
provided disease-free stock for six of the
free-ranging populations and several
captive breeding herds in zoos and
private commercial ranches (Gates et al.
1992, p. 153). Carrying capacity at Elk
Island National Park is approximately
350 animals; animals above this number
are regarded as surplus and are removed
to establish and supplement free-
roaming populations in former areas of
their historic range (Parks Canada
2009a, unpaginated). Although the herd
is fenced, the animals are semi-wild and
spend the majority of their time roaming
the 65 km? (25 mi2) enclosure,
interacting with the environment in a
largely natural manner (Gates et al.
2001, p. 18). The herd is rounded up
annually to test for disease and to
vaccinate for common cattle diseases.
The age, sex, and condition of all the
individuals are determined to inform
management decisions. Using this
information, individuals are selected for
sale, donation, or the establishment of
new herds, which also controls the
population size of the herd (Parks
Canada 2009b, unpaginated). This
conservation herd contributes to
recovery goals 2, 3, and 4.

The Hook Lake Wood Bison Recovery
Project was initiated to establish a

captive, disease-free herd from a wild
herd infected with brucellosis and
tuberculosis. The overall objective of the
project was to determine the feasibility
of genetic salvage from a diseased herd
(Nishi et al. 2002, p. 230). Specific
objectives of the project were to
conserve the genetic integrity of the
wild herd by capturing an adequate
number of calves; provide intensive
veterinary and preventative drug
treatment to eliminate disease from the
calves; and raise a disease-free herd
from the salvaged calves (Nishi et al.
2002, p. 229). From 1996 to 1998, 62
calves were captured. The disease
eradication protocol included orphaning
new-born wild-caught calves to
minimize their exposure to B. abortus
and M. bovis, testing calves for
antibodies to brucellosis prior to
inclusion in the new herd, treatment
with antimycobacterial and anti-
Brucella drugs, and intensive whole-
herd testing for both diseases (Nishi et
al. 2002, p. 229). By 2002, the herd size
was 122. In 2006, after 9 years of
intensive management, the herd was
destroyed because bovine tuberculosis
was discovered in 2005 in 2 founding
animals and 10 captive-born animals,
even though all animals initially tested
disease-free. The herd provided
valuable information on genetic salvage,
genetic management, captive breeding
for conservation, disease testing, and the
difficulties involved in eradicating
disease (Wilson et al. 2003, pp. 24-35).
The Hook Lake Herd contributed to
recovery goal 3.

In April 2006, 30 wood bison calves
were transferred from Elk Island
National Park to Lenski Stolby Nature
Park near Yakutsk, Sahka Republic
(Yakutia), Russia. An additional 30 head
are to be transferred in 2011. Although
outside the historical range, this was an
opportunity to create another
geographically separate population
which provides added security to the
species through population redundancy,
thereby contributing to recovery goal 2.
Transfer of wood bison to Russia was
specifically mentioned in the recovery
plan because it would contribute to the
global security of the species (Gates et
al., 2001, p. 14).

In June 2008, 53 disease-free wood
bison were transferred from Elk Island
National Park to the Alaska Wildlife
Conservation Center in Portage, Alaska.
Consequently, this captive herd
currently contributes to recovery goal
number 2 through population
redundancy. Ultimately, the Alaska
Department of Fish and Game (ADFG)
plans to restore wood bison populations
in one to three areas in interior Alaska,
with potential herd size of 500 to 2,000

or more depending on the location
(ADF&G 2007, p. 79). Environmental
analysis of the project is currently under
review. The National Wood Bison
Recovery Team in Canada
recommended establishing one or more
populations in Alaska in areas that can
support 400 or more animals (Gates et
al. 2001, p. 31). Establishment of one or
more herds in Alaska would be a
significant contribution to increasing
the number of secure, disease-free, free-
roaming herds.

Summary of Progress Toward Recovery

In summary, since 1978, the number
of free-ranging, disease-free herds has
increased from 1 to 7, and the number
of wood bison has increased from
approximately 400 to over 4,000. The
first recovery goal of establishing 4 free-
ranging, disease-free herds with 400 or
more animals has been met, and
planning is underway to create one or
more herds in Alaska. Although the
number of herds needed to meet
recovery goal 2 was not specified,
progress has been made on the second
goal with the establishment of disease-
free herds in Russia; Manitoba, Canada;
and Alaska. The Hook Lake Bison
Recovery Project was a well-planned,
science-based attempt to conserve the
genetic diversity of a diseased herd and
would have contributed greatly to
recovery goal 3. Although ultimately the
project was unsuccessful, a great deal of
knowledge was gained (Wilson et al.
2003, pp. 62-67). The wood bison
recovery team is very aware of the need
to maintain genetic diversity in the
herds and establishes new herds with
the goal of maintaining genetic diversity
through multiple introductions (i.e., the
Aishihik herd and Hook Lake herd). The
establishment of six additional herds on
the landscape since 1978 contributes to
recovery goal 4. In addition, the captive
population at Elk Island National Park
has provided disease-free stock for those
six additional herds and two captive
herds. It is clear that there is active
management of the herds, and multiple
avenues of research are being funded
and pursued regarding the biology and
management of wood bison. Progress
towards the recovery goals outlined in
the national recovery plan, published by
the National Wood Bison Recovery
Team, is moving forward steadily.

Summary of Factors Affecting the
Subspecies

Section 4 of the Act and
implementing regulations (50 CFR part
424) set forth procedures for adding
species to, removing species from, or
reclassifying species on the Federal
Lists of Endangered and Threatened
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Wildlife and Plants. Changes in the List
can be initiated by the Service or
through the public petition process.
Under section 4(a)(1) of the Act, a
species may be determined to be
endangered or threatened based on any
of the following five factors:

(A) The present or threatened
destruction, modification, or
curtailment of its habitat or range;

(B) Overutilization for commercial,
recreational, scientific, or educational
purposes;

(C) Disease or predation;

(D) The inadequacy of existing
regulatory mechanisms; or

(E) Other natural or manmade factors
affecting its continued existence.

We must consider these same factors
in downlisting a species. In making this
12-month finding on the petition, we
evaluate whether the species must be
listed as endangered or threatened
because of one or more of the five
factors described in section 4(a)(1) of the
Act. For species that are already listed
as endangered or threatened, we
evaluate both the threats currently
facing the species and the threats that
are reasonably likely to affect the
species in the foreseeable future
following the delisting or downlisting
and the removal or reduction of the
Act’s protections.

Under section 3 of the Act, a species
is “endangered” if it is in danger of
extinction throughout all or a significant
portion of its range and is “threatened”
if it is likely to become an endangered
species within the foreseeable future
throughout all or a significant portion of
its range. “Foreseeable future” is
determined by the Service on a case-by-
case basis, taking into consideration a
variety of species-specific factors such
as lifespan, genetics, breeding behavior,
demography, threat projections
timeframes, and environmental
variability. The word “range” in the
phrase “significant portion of its range”
(SPR) refers to the range in which the
species currently exists, and the word
“significant” refers to the value of that
portion of the range being considered to
the conservation of the species.

For the purposes of this analysis, we
will evaluate all five factors currently
affecting, or that are likely to affect, the
wood bison to determine whether the
currently listed species is threatened or
endangered.

A. The Present or Threatened
Destruction, Modification, or
Curtailment of its Habitat or Range

Loss of Foraging Habitat
Fire Suppression

Wood bison depend on a landscape
that includes sufficient grasslands and
meadows for foraging habitat (Larter and
Gates 1991b, p. 133). It appears that
primarily through fire suppression,
there was an overall loss of meadow
habitat in Canada through the 1900s.
More intensive fire management began
in Canada in the early 1900s with the
philosophy that fire was destructive and
should be eliminated to protect property
and permit proper forest management
(Stocks et al. 2003, p. 2). However,
wildfire is an integral component of
boreal forest ecology (Weber and
Flannigan 1997, p. 146; Rupp et al.
2004, p. 213; Soja et al. 2007, p. 277).
Without fire, trees encroach on
meadows and eventually the meadow
habitat is lost and replaced by forest.

Fire alone, or in combination with
grazing, can facilitate the conversion
and maintenance of grasslands (Lewis
1982, p. 24; Chowns et al. 1997, p. 205;
Schwarz and Wein 1997, p. 1369).
Burning by Native groups within the
range of wood bison was apparently a
common practice through the 1940s
outside WBNP but ended within the
park when it was established in 1922
(Lewis 1982, pp. 22—-31; Schwarz and
Wein 1997, p. 1369). An examination of
aerial photographs taken at WBNP over
time showed that a semi-open grassland
that covered about 85 ha (210 ac) in
1928 supported a grassland of only 3 ha
(7.4 ac) in 1982 (Schwarz and Wein
1997, p. 1369). In addition, a number of
sites previously identified as prairie are
now dominated by trembling aspen
(Schwarz and Wein 1997, p. 1369).
Although not quantified, it is likely that
because of fire suppression and forest
encroachment on meadows, there was a
net loss of suitable open meadow
habitat for wood bison throughout their
range through about 1990. More
recently, several factors may be
counteracting the loss of open meadow
habitat including controlled burns,
timber harvest, oil and gas development,
and the effects of climate change, as
discussed below.

Controlled Burns

Controlled burns have been
implemented since 1992 in wood bison
habitat in the Northwest Territories to
increase meadow habitat (Chowns et al.
1997, p. 206). Approximately 4,400 to
26,900 ha (10,873 to 66,471 ac) were
burned from 1992 to 1997 with some

sites being burned up to three times
(Chowns et al. 1997, pp. 206-207). In
addition, lightning fires burned 300,000
ha (741,316 ac), or almost 20 percent of
the wood bison range in this area, from
1994 to 1996 (Chowns et al. 1997, p.
209). Plants favored by bison were more
abundant in unburned areas and in
meadows that had burned only once
(Quinlan et al. 2003, p. 348), indicating
that prescribed burns must be used
judiciously to be effective in creating
foraging habitat for wood bison. A study
of vegetation recovery and plains bison
use after a wildfire near Farewell,
Alaska (Campbell and Hinkes 1983, p.
18) showed that grass and sedge-
dominated communities increased from
38 percent to approximately 97 percent
of the study area. Plains bison use also
increased in subsequent years after the
fire, and winter distribution of the
Farewell herd expanded due to fire-
related habitat changes (Campbell and
Hinkes 1983, pp. 18-19). Because
sedges are important winter forage for
wood bison, the amount of such habitat
has a major influence on herd size.
Newly created habitats will be used by
wood bison when these habitats are
contiguous with existing summer or
winter ranges (Campbell and Hinkes
1983, p. 20).

In summary, studies that have looked
at the exclusion of fire or the effect of
wildfire on wood bison habitat have
concluded that fire is a necessary
component of the landscape to maintain
clearings and create conditions that
favor forage preferred by wood bison.
Controlled burns can have the same
effect as wildfire by creating openings in
the forest. However, repeated burns in
the same location can be detrimental to
creating suitable forage.

Timber Harvest

The volume of timber logged in
Canada rose 50 percent from 1970 to
1997; in Alberta, the logging rate
increased 423 percent from 3.4 to 17.8
million m3 (120 to 628 million feet (ft)3)
per year during the same time (Timoney
and Lee 2001, p. 394). These values are
conservative because forests logged on
private land and those harvested on
government land after fire, insect
outbreaks, or disease may go unrecorded
(Timoney and Lee 2001, p. 395). The
primary method of harvest is
clearcutting (Timoney and Lee 2001, p.
394). Compared to a closed canopy
forest, clearcuts improve the amount of
suitable habitat available to wood bison
because they create openings and
increase the amount of summer forage
available. However, the quantity and
quality of forage is less than what is
found in preferred wood bison foraging
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habitats, and the increased productivity
seen after a clearcut is not maintained,
as woody vegetation becomes more
dominant over time (Redburn et al.
2008, p. 2233). In addition, clearcuts do
not provide adequate winter forage
because wood bison’s preferred food,
sedges, typically do not colonize these
areas. Clearcutting is not being used as
a management tool to increase wood
bison habitat currently, and whatever
gains in habitat that have occurred from
clearcutting are most likely low.

In summary, although timber harvest
occurs throughout the range of wood
bison, it is unclear to what extent it is
creating suitable habitat. Clear cuts can
increase summer forage, but they need
to be in proximity to sedge meadows
(wintering habitat) to increase the
annual carrying capacity for wood
bison, and the openings created by the
clear cuts must be maintained over time.
Although timber harvest has the
potential to increase the amount of
suitable habitat for wood bison, the
amount that may have been created is
most likely low and is undocumented.

Oil and Gas Development

Oil and gas exploration and
production in Canada has increased in
the last 20 years (Timoney and Lee
2001, pp. 397-398). Seismic mapping to
determine the oil and gas reserves below
the surface involves cutting paths 5 to
8 meters (m) (16.4 to 26 ft) wide across
the landscape. The seismic lines become
persistent features in the forested boreal
landscape (Lee and Boutin 2006, p.
249). Approximately 70 percent of
landscape disturbance for non-
renewable resource extraction in Alberta
is due to seismic lines (Timoney and
Lee 2001, p. 397). There are an
estimated 1.5 to 1.8 million km (932,000
to 1,100,000 mi) of seismic lines in
Alberta (Timoney and Lee 2001, p. 397).
Lee and Boutin (2006, p. 244) found that
only 8.2 percent of seismic lines in
Alberta’s northeastern forested stands
recovered to greater than 50 percent
woody vegetative cover after 35 years,
and 64 percent of these seismic lines
maintained a cover of grasses and herbs.
In terms of creating forest openings,
more suitable foraging habitat, and
linear paths, seismic lines may be
beneficial for wood bison. However,
because vehicular routes were
established in 20 percent of the seismic
lines, they also become corridors for off-
road vehicles, recreationalists, and
poachers (Trombulak and Frissell 2000,
pp. 19-20; Timoney and Lee 2001, p.
400; Lee and Boutin 2006, p. 244).
Although wood bison are known to
occupy linear clearings such as roads,
and seismic lines have increased

dramatically within their range,
potentially creating suitable habitat, we
do not have documentation of wood
bison use of this type of habitat.

Agricultural Development

The popularity of bison as an
alternative to beef in human diets has
led to a growth of commercial bison
ranches in Canada and the United States
(Gates et al. 1992, p. 155). Exports of
bison meat from Canada doubled to over
2 million kilograms (2.3 tons) from 2001
to 2006 (Statistics Canada 2009a,
unpaginated). Plains bison dominate
agricultural production in Canada
because commercial production of this
subspecies has been in place much
longer than it has been for wood bison
(Gates et al. 1992, p. 156; Harper and
Gates 2000, p. 919). Bison production in
Canada is concentrated in the western
provinces, within the historical range of
wood bison. In 2006, there were 195,728
plains bison on 1,898 farms reporting in
the Canadian National Census; an
increase of 35 percent from 2001
(Statistics Canada 2009b, unpaginated).
Thus, plains bison represented
approximately 95 percent of the total
bison on the landscape in Canada in
2006. Existence and expansion of
commercial plains bison production
reduces the amount of land available for
wild wood bison populations and
increases the risk of hybridization when
plains bison escape captivity (Harper
and Gates 2000, p. 919; Gates et al.
2001, pp. 24, 29). Demand currently
exceeds supply; therefore, expansion of
commercial plains and wood bison
operations is expected to continue
(Gates et al. 2001, p. 24)

Escape of plains bison from fenced
enclosures within the range of the wood
bison in Canada poses a threat to the
genetic integrity of wood bison (Gates et
al. 1992, p. 156; Gates et al. 2001, p. 24).
Because of their size, strength, and
undomesticated nature, typical fences
are insufficient to restrain bison (FEAP
1990, p. 29; Harper and Gates 2000, p.
919). Maintenance of fences can be a
challenge in harsh environments where
tree-fall, snow, ice, and frost heave can
impair the integrity of the fence and
necessitate frequent repairs. The import
of plains bison to a private ranch near
Pink Mountain, British Columbia, led to
the establishment of a free-ranging herd
of plains bison after they escaped their
enclosure (Gates et al. 1992, p. 156).

In addition to commercial production,
free-ranging, publicly managed plains
bison herds have been established
outside their historical range and within
the historical range of wood bison in
Alaska and Canada (Gates et al. 2010, p.
56). Because of the potential for

hybridization, these herds limit where
wood bison can be reintroduced. Five
plains bison herds occur in Alaska and
one occurs in British Columbia, Canada
(Gates et al. 2010, p. 56). None of these
plains bison herds occur in close
proximity to free-ranging wood bison
herds with the exception of one herd—
the Pink Mountain herd, British
Columbia, which also occupies habitat
that could have been used for wood
bison (Harper et al. 2000, p. 11).
Preventing interbreeding between free-
ranging plains bison and wood bison is
a management objective in British
Columbia and is accomplished by
maintaining a large physical separation
between the herds and having a
management zone around the plains
bison herd that allows harvest of plains
bison within this zone (Harper et al.
2000, p. 23).

Agricultural development, including
plains bison ranching, is the least
compatible land use for wood bison
recovery (Harper and Gates 2000, p.
921). Loss of habitat for agricultural
production is a threat to wood bison
because of the large areas involved.
Agricultural development near Fort St.
John and Fort Nelson, British Columbia,
has reduced habitat for wood bison, and
continuing expansion of agriculture in
the north will further limit the ability to
meet population recovery objectives
(Harper and Gates 2000, p. 921). Based
on a conservative estimate of historical
habitat only in Canada, Gates et al.
(1992, p. 154) estimated that human
activities and development exclude
wood bison from approximately 34
percent of their historic range. When an
updated Canadian historical range
(Stephenson et al. 2001, p. 136) and the
Alaskan historical range are included in
the calculation, the amount of
compromised habitat drops to
approximately 16.5 percent if only
Canada is considered, and 13 percent if
the historical habitat in Canada and
Alaska are combined (Stephenson 2010,
pers. comm.). Sanderson et al. (2002,
pp- 894-896; 2008, p. 257) found that
the level of human influence in the
range occupied by wood bison to be
extremely low (less than 10 percent).
Although human development and
influence is very low over the majority
of range occupied by wood bison, we
assume that because of human
population growth, increased
commercial production of plains bison,
and increased agricultural production,
there will be continued loss of suitable
wood bison habitat into the foreseeable
future.
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Climate Change

Climate change models project that
the largest temperature increases will
occur in the upper latitudes of the
northern hemisphere, and that there
will be an increase in extreme climate
events in these areas (IPCC 2007,
11.5.3.1). This area includes the boreal
forest of Canada and Alaska in the range
of wood bison. Some of the predicted
outcomes of climate change are: an
increase in temperature; an increase in
insect outbreaks; an increase in wildfire
severity, area burned, and fire season
length with potential landscape scale
ecotype effects; and a shift northward of
boreal forest (Hamann and Wang 2006,
pPp. 2780-2782; Soja et al. 2007, p. 277).
These aspects of climate change have
the potential to increase the amount of
habitat suitable for wood bison over the
next 100 years.

The mean annual temperature of
interior Alaska and northern Canada has
increased by 2 degrees Celsius (°C) (3.6
degrees Fahrenheit (°F)) in the last four
decades (Serreze et al. 2000, p. 163).
Warming has triggered bark beetle
outbreaks in western North America,
including south-central Alaska and
British Columbia. In British Columbia,
by the end of 2006, 130,000 km2 (50,193
mi2) of forested lands were affected
(Kurz et al. 2008, p. 987). The outbreak
in British Columbia was an order of
magnitude greater in area and severity
than all previous recorded outbreaks
(Kurz et al. 2008, p. 987). In the boreal
regions of Alaska, the cumulative insect
damage from 1993 to 1998 was 1.6 to 2.4
million ha (3.9 to 5.9 million ac)
(Matthews 1997, p. 4; Malstrém and
Raffa 2000, p. 36) with 90 percent of the
spruce on the Kenai Peninsula being
affected (Soja et al. 2007, p. 282).

The warmer minimum winter
temperatures increased survival of
beetles during the winter, while
increased summer temperatures and
reduced summer precipitation stressed
the trees and contributed to the
intensity of the bark beetle infestation
(Kurz et al. 2008, p. 987). In addition,
the warmer temperatures quickened the
maturation rate of the beetles from 2
years to 1 year, hastening population
growth (Berg et al. 2006, p. 219; Werner
et al. 2006, p. 195). The effect of insect
outbreaks on wood bison habitat
includes a potential increase in suitable
wood bison habitat, and an increase in
susceptibility to fire. In insect-infested
plots studied on the Kenai Peninsula,
cover of bluejoint grass (Calamagrostis
canadensis), a summer forage species,
increased to more than 50 percent
compared to uninfested forest stands
(Werner et al. 2006, p. 198). These

results indicate forests affected by beetle
kill may become more suitable to wood
bison by creating openings and
changing the vegetative composition.
This would be particularly true in areas
where, because of climate change, there
was a permanent change in landscape
cover from forest to grassland (Rizzo
and Wiken 1992, p. 53; Flannigan et al.
2000, pp. 226—227). Werber and
Flannigan (1997, p. 157), and
Malmstrém and Raffa (2000, p. 36),
indicate that insect outbreaks increase
an area’s susceptibility to fire ignition
and spread.

Since the mid-1980s, wildfire
frequency in western forests has nearly
quadrupled compared to the average
frequency during the period 1970-1986.
The total area burned is more than six
and a half times the previous level
(Westerling et al. 2006, p. 941). In
addition, the average length of the fire
season during 1987—-2003 was 78 days
longer compared to that during 1970—
1986, and the average time between fire
discovery and control was 29.6 days
longer (Westerling et al. 2006, p. 941).
In Alaska, the largest fire on record was
in 2004, and the third largest was in
2003 (Soja et al. 2007, p. 281).

The area burned by forest fires in
Canada has increased over the past 4
decades (Stocks et al. 2003, p. 2; Gillett
et al. 2004, p. 4; Soja et al., 2007, p.
281). In Canada, weather/climate is the
most important natural factor
influencing forest fires (Gillett et al.
2004, p. 2; Flannigan et al. 2005, p. 1).
Projections based on the Canadian and
Hadley General Circulation Models,
which predict future carbon dioxide and
temperature increases, indicate that the
area burned in boreal forests of Canada
will double by the end of the century
(Flannigan et al. 2005, pp. 11-12), the
area exhibiting high to extreme fire
danger will increase substantially, and
the length of the fire season will
increase (Stocks et al. 1998, pp. 5-11).

In the absence of fire, vegetation
changes would occur relatively slowly
in response to relatively slow changes in
the climate. Because of its immediate
and large-scale effect, fire is seen as an
agent of change that will hasten the
modification of the landscape to a new
equilibrium with climate. Area burned
may overshadow the direct effects of
climate change on plant species
distribution and migration (Werber and
Flannigan 1997, p. 157). The new fire
regime is expected to affect the age class
distribution, species composition,
landscape mosaics, and boundaries,
including a retraction of the southern
boreal forest (Werber and Flannigan
1997, pp. 157, 160).

The increase in temperature,
predicted by the Canadian and Hadley
General Circulation Models described
above, is expected to cause major shifts
in ecosystems (Rizzo and Wiken 1992,
p.- 37; Hogg and Schwarz 1997, p. 527).
The amount of grassland in Canada may
increase by about 7 percent and shift
northward (Rizzo and Wiken 1992, p.
52). Several modeling efforts suggest
that boreal forests will shift northward
into the area now characterized as
subarctic (Rizzo and Wiken 1992, pp.
48-50; Rupp et al. 2002, p. 214). These
changes may favor the expansion of
suitable habitat for wood bison over the
next century. Because one of the
anticipated outcomes under climate
change and the new fire regime is a
retraction of the southern boreal forest
and expansion of grasslands, we
anticipate that habitat for wood bison,
which require meadows intermixed
with forest, will increase over the next
century.

Summary of Factor A

Our analysis of habitat threats to
wood bison under Factor A includes
management actions that are being taken
(controlled burns, timber harvest, oil
and gas development), anticipated
changes to the landscape based on
climate change (increased insect
outbreaks, increased fire, ecotype
transition), and agricultural
development. In summary, most likely
there was loss of suitable meadow
foraging habitat for wood bison from fire
suppression in the 20th century. Several
factors including fire, timber harvest, oil
and gas exploration, and insect
infestations could create more forest
openings and grassland habitat.
However, neither the loss, nor potential
gain in habitat from these sources has
been quantified, and the suitability of
habitat for wood bison created as a by-
product of resource development is
largely unknown. The primary loss of
habitat for wood bison has occurred
from agricultural development
(including commercial production of
plains bison). Although the current level
of human influence in the range of
wood bison is low, we anticipate human
population growth will continue, and
loss of suitable habitat from agricultural
development is expected in the
foreseeable future. In the short term,
habitat loss is expected to outstrip gain
because of the increasing demand and
production of commercial bison. Based
on model projections of the effects of
climate change, it is anticipated that
there will be increased insect
infestations, increased fire frequency
and area burned, and warmer
temperatures, leading to shifts in
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ecosystems. In the long term, these
changes will likely create more forest
openings and landscapes in early
successional stages and may increase
the amount of suitable habitat available
to wood bison. Whether the potential
gain in habitat will offset the loss from
development in the long term is
unknown. Consequently, based on the
best scientific and commercial data
available, we conclude that loss of
habitat remains as a significant threat to
wood bison in the foreseeable future.

B. Overutilization for Commercial,
Recreational, Scientific, or Educational
Purposes

Overharvesting for the fur trade and
westward expansion by Europeans
resulted in near extinction of wood
bison by the late 1800s (Gates et al.
1992, pp. 143-145). Currently, the
utilization of free-ranging, disease-free
wood bison populations is closely
regulated and managed for
sustainability. Under the Species at Risk
Act (SARA), a species listed as
threatened may not be killed on Federal
lands such as National Parks or National
Wildlife Areas, except where permitted
under a national recovery strategy (GNT
2009, p. 15). Harvest is used as a
recovery management tool to regulate
herd size when other limiting factors,
such as predation or disease, do not.
Without harvest, herd size can expand
beyond the carrying capacity of the
landscape, may grow to the point where
overlap with either plains bison or
diseased herds is more likely, or may
expand into areas such as highway
right-of ways. Regulated harvest is
allowed from the disease-free
Mackenzie herd, Nahanni herd (quota of
two bison annually), the Aishihik herd,
and the Hay-Zama herds under permit
systems controlled by the respective
territorial wildlife agencies, and is
managed on a conservative sustained-
yield basis. The regulated harvests for
the Mackenzie, Aishihik, and Hay-Zama
herds are described below.

Hunting of the Mackenzie wood bison
herd is regulated under a quota system
based on population size, and through
consideration of Native community
interests in subsistence hunting,
through a co-management process with
the Fort Providence Resource
Management Board. Regulated hunting
was initiated in 1987. Non-resident
hunting licenses were first issued for the
winter hunt in 1992/1993. The quota for
resident and non-residents has been
adjusted over time based on herd size
and community input. The allowable
quota for harvest has never been taken
and has ranged from 20 to 93.6 percent
of the quota (Reynolds et al. 2004, p.

39). The current annual allowable
harvest is 47 bison, which is 2.5 percent
of the population estimate (Reynolds et
al. 2004, pp. 15, 39).

Sport hunting is the primary method
of regulating the growth of the Aishihik
herd, because natural predation on the
herd is low. The Yukon Wood Bison
Technical Team provides advice on
wood bison management that is
sensitive to local conditions (i.e., to
remove wood bison from highway right-
of-ways, competition of bison with other
native ungulates), and consistent with
the National Wood Bison Recovery Plan
(Yukon Environment 2009, p. 1). The
annual allowable harvest is determined
each year based on population size and
calf recruitment rate. Harvest from 1999
to 2007/2008 winter season ranged from
65 to 75 animals. In the 2008/2009
winter season, the allowable harvest
increased to 200 because the population
continued to grow under the old quota.
Increased harvest is expected to restrict
the movement of wood bison away from
their traditional range, address highway
safety concerns, and achieve bison
management objectives (Government of
Yukon 2009, p. 1). Resident, non-
resident, and First Nations hunters are
required to have a permit to hunt wood
bison. Harvest regulations are strictly
enforced by Yukon Department of
Environment conservation officers,
often in collaboration with local First
Nations Game Guardians.

Hunting in the Hay-Zama herd began
in 2008 for the first time. Hunting was
initiated to regulate the population size,
reduce wood bison conflicts with
humans in the communities of Zama
City and Chatey, reduce wood bison-
vehicle collisions on two highways, and
limit wood bison distribution eastward,
preventing potential contact with
diseased bison from WBNP
(Government of Alberta 2010a,
unpaginated). Harvest removed 128 and
155 animals in the 2008/09 and 2009/
10 seasons, respectively (Government of
Alberta 2010b, unpaginated). Three
hundred licenses were issued each year,
200 to Aboriginal hunters and 100 to
recreational hunters. Because the
objectives of reducing herd size and
human conflicts have been met, the total
number of licenses has been reduced in
the 2010/11 season to 105 (Government
of Canada 2010b, unpaginated). Based
on the success rate of the past two
seasons, approximately 50 animals will
likely be harvested. It is estimated that
a population objective of 400—600 wood
bison can be sustained by harvesting
approximately 60 to 70 animals per
season (Government of Canada 2010b,
unpaginated).

In addition to regulating herd size,
harvest is also used to prevent the
spread of bovine tuberculosis and
brucellosis infection in wood bison.
Under the Northwest Territories Big-
Game Hunting Regulations, hunters may
shoot any bison sighted within the
Bison Control Area (BCA), an area
located between the WBNP diseased
herd and the Mackenzie and Nahanni
disease-free herds. The goal is to reduce
the risk of bovine tuberculosis and
brucellosis infection of the Mackenzie
and Nahanni herds by removing
infected animals dispersing from WBNP
(see discussion under Factor C).
Thirteen bison were removed from the
BCA in the mid-1990s (Nishi 2002, pp.
12-13). There is currently no authorized
harvest of wood bison in British
Columbia.

Under Canada’s SARA, all collection
of listed species such as wood bison for
scientific purposes is closely regulated.
Scientific research on disease, genetics,
diet, and other aspects of wood bison
life history can and has been done using
animals that have been legally taken by
hunters, animals that died through
natural factors, or road kill (e.g., Tessaro
et al. 1990, p. 175). Scientific research
must relate to the conservation of the
species and be conducted by qualified
persons; the activity must benefit the
species or enhance its chance of
survival in the wild. In addition,
activities affecting the species must be
incidental to carrying out an otherwise
lawful activity. Researchers must
demonstrate awareness of the provisions
of SARA, that measures are being taken
to minimize harm to listed species, and
that the most effective measures for
minimizing harm are adopted.

Harvest of wood bison does not occur
and only a small number of wood bison
have been sporadically taken from
disease-free herds for display in zoos or
wildlife parks. This occurs only when
surplus animals are available and these
surplus animals have typically come
from Elk Island National Park (Gates et
al. 2010, p. 81).

The wood bison was placed in
Appendix I of the Convention on
International Trade in Endangered
Species of Wild Fauna and Flora
(CITES) on July 1, 1975, when the treaty
first went into effect. CITES is an
international agreement between
governments to ensure that the
international trade of CITES-listed plant
and animal species does not threaten
species’ survival in the wild. There are
currently 175 CITES Parties (member
countries or signatories to the
Convention). Under this treaty, CITES
Parties regulate the import, export, and
reexport of CITES-protected plants and
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animal species (also see Factor D). Trade
must be authorized through a system of
permits and certificates that are
provided by the designated CITES
Scientific and Management Authorities
of each CITES Party (CITES 2010,
unpaginated). Species included in
CITES Appendix I are considered
threatened with extinction, and
international trade is permitted only
under exceptional circumstances, which
generally precludes commercial trade.

Beginning in 1993, the European
Economic Community CITES Working
Group authorized the import of wood
bison trophies from the Mackenzie
population, one of the disease-free herds
with regulated harvest. On September
28, 1997, the wood bison was
downlisted to Appendix II based on a
proposal from Canada, which described
progress made in recovery plan
implementation (Government of Canada
1997, entire). The United States voted in
support of the downlisting. Appendix II
allows for regulated trade, including
commercial trade, as long as the
exporting country issues a CITES permit
based on findings that the specimen was
legally acquired and the export will not
be detrimental to the survival of the
species.

Between the time the wood bison was
first listed in CITES in 1975 and 2009,
169 CITES-permitted shipments have
been reported to the United Nations
Environment Programme—-World
Conservation Monitoring Center
(UNEP-WCMQ). Of these, 132
shipments have occurred since 1997,
when the wood bison was downlisted to
Appendix II. Of these 132 shipments, 49
(37 percent) were reportedly imported
into the United States and six (four
percent) were shipments permitted for
export from the United States (UNEP—
WCMC 2010, unpaginated). With the
information given in the UNEP—WCMC
database, of the 132 shipments recorded
between 1997 and 2009, approximately
17 shipments consisted of live wood
bison: 13 shipments (165 individuals) of
captive-born/captive-bred wood bison
were traded for commercial, zoological,
or captive-breeding purposes; two
shipments of ranched wood bison (13
individuals) were traded for commercial
purposes; and two shipments of wild
wood bison (18 individuals) were traded
for commercial and captive-breeding
purposes. There has been no trade in
live, wild wood bison reported since
2002. The other 115 shipments since
1997 involved trade in parts and
products (15 trophies, 1,628 kg (3,589
1b) of meat, 9 carvings, 8 skulls and
horns, 304 teeth, 17 skins, 629 scientific
specimens, and 6 garments, leather
products, and hair) of wild, captive-

born/captive-bred, pre-Convention, and
confiscated wood bison.

As a species listed in Appendix II of
CITES, commercial trade of wood bison
is allowed. However, CITES requires
that before an export can occur, a
determination must be made that the
specimens were legally obtained (in
accordance with national laws) and that
the export will not be detrimental to the
survival of the species in the wild.
Because CITES requires that all
international shipments of wood bison
must be legally obtained and not
detrimental to the survival of the
species, we believe that international
trade controlled via valid CITES permits
is not a threat to the species.
Furthermore, we have no information
indicating that illegal trade is a threat to
this species.

Summary of Factor B

It is possible that, with the ongoing
recovery actions, a status review of
wood bison in Canada could lead to
delisting under SARA within the next
10 years. If this were to happen, we
expect that regulations for recreational
hunting, import of wood bison trophies,
and permitting would change. Our
ability to predict how these changes
would affect the status of the species is
limited; consequently we can only
reliably project for a short time into the
future.

Because harvest rates of free-ranging
wood bison are based on sustainability,
harvest is closely monitored and
regulated, scientific collecting is tightly
controlled, commercial harvest does not
occur in wild populations, and import
and export are controlled via CITES
permits, we have determined that
overutilization for commercial,
recreational, scientific, or educational
purposes is not a threat to wood bison
now or in the foreseeable future.

C. Disease or Predation
Disease

A decision in the early 1920s led to
the transfer of 6,673 plains bison into
WBNP, Alberta, Canada, where
approximately 1,500 disease-free wood
bison resided (FEAP 1990, p. 6; Gates et
al. 1992, pp. 146-147). Although
initially separated by fairly large
distances, the plains bison eventually
co-occurred and interbred with the
wood bison and also transmitted bovine
tuberculosis and brucellosis to them
(FEAP 1990, p. 6; Gates et al. 1992, pp.
146—147). By the late 1940s and early
1950s, the population of wood bison in
WBNP increased to between 12,500 and
15,000 animals (Fuller, 1950, p. 450).
From that level, wood bison numbers

began to decline from 11,000 in 1971 to
approximately 2,300 by 1998 (Carbyn et
al. 1998, p. 464). The reasons for the
population decline are not known with
certainty, but disease, predation by
wolves, and habitat condition may all
have played a role (Carbyn et al. 1998,
pPp- 467—468; Joly and Messier 2004, pp.
1165-1166). Population numbers at
WBNP have stabilized at about 4,000 to
5,000 since 2002 (Table 1).

Bovine tuberculosis and bovine
brucellosis receive special attention
because they cause production losses in
domestic animals, they can potentially
infect humans, and they are required to
be reported under the Canadian Food
and Inspection Agency’s (CFIA) Health
of Animals Act and Regulations (FEAP
1990, p. 7). Although wildlife is not
under their jurisdiction, the CFIA
recognizes the threat of reportable
diseases to the commercial livestock
industry and international trade. The
CFIA follows a strict testing and
eradication program for bovine
tuberculosis and brucellosis in domestic
animals, requiring that all infected
animals and all exposed susceptible
animals be destroyed (Canadian Food
Inspection Agency 2002, unpaginated).
Consequently, there is great concern
from the Canadian cattle industry,
which is currently recognized as
disease-free, that disease will spread
from the wood bison to domestic cattle
(GNT 2009, p. 13). The goal of the
CFIA’s National Bovine Tuberculosis/
Brucellosis Eradication Program is to
detect and eradicate tuberculosis and
brucellosis in farmed animals in Canada
in order to protect the health of food-
producing and companion animals,
safeguard human health, and safeguard
the health of free-roaming wildlife.
Canada recognizes an obligation to
detect, identify, report, and contain
important diseases in wildlife,
especially those with the potential to
impact biodiversity, human and
livestock health, the environment, and
the economy within and beyond their
borders.

The wood bison in and around WBNP
are a reservoir for bovine brucellosis
and bovine tuberculosis. Because there
is a risk that these diseases could spread
to uninfected free-ranging bison herds
or to commercial cattle and bison
operations, limits are placed on herd
expansion to minimize the chance that
the diseased animals come into contact
with either free-ranging, disease-free
herds, or domestic cattle or bison
operations. In addition, the diseased
herds occupy suitable habitat that could
be used for the establishment of disease-
free herds of wood bison. Therefore, the
existence of diseased bison herds in and
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around WBNP compromises further
recovery of wood bison in northern
Alberta, the Northwest Territories, and
British Columbia (Gates et al. 2001, p.
29). The total area compromised by
diseased herds is approximately 218,516
km?2 (84,369 mi2) or about 12 percent of
the original range of the wood bison in
Canada (Gates et al. 2001, p. 24). As
mentioned earlier there are no effective
vaccines for the treatment of animals in
free-ranging populations.

The disease-free herds most at risk
from infection from animals at WBNP
are the Mackenzie, Hay-Zama, and
Nahanni. Regulated harvest is allowed
from the Mackenzie herd, Nahanni herd,
and the Hay-Zama herds under permit
systems (as described under Factor B),
in part to prevent overlap with the
diseased herd. In addition, the
Governments of the Northwest
Territories, Alberta, and British
Columbia have designated management
zones to reduce the risk of dispersing
animals transmitting disease to disease-
free herds in their provinces. In 1987,
the Government of the Northwest
Territories implemented a program to
reduce the risk of contact between
infected bison in and around WBNP and
disease-free bison in the Mackenzie and
Nahanni herds by establishing a Bison
Free Management Area (BFMA) (Nishi
2002, pp. 5-6). The BFMA (39,000 km?
(15,058 mi2) encompasses the area
between the Alberta—Northwest
Territories border and southern
shoreline of the Mackenzie River. In
1992, the Government of the Northwest
Territories established the Nuisance
Bison Control Regulations under the
Northwest Territories Wildlife
Regulations Act, permitting eligible
hunters to legally shoot any bison
sighted in the BFMA. All bison within
this area are presumed disease carriers.
The objectives of the program are to
detect and remove any bison, and to
prevent establishment of herds in the
management area (Nishi 2002, p. 6). No
bison were observed in the area during
annual aerial surveys in the period
1988-2006, but 13 bison were killed in
the mid-1990s (Nishi 2002, pp. 12-13;
Hartop et al. 2009, p. 41). Aerial
surveillance occurs annually.

In 1995, the Government of Alberta
established a 36,000 km2 (13,900 mi2)
bison management area around the Hay-
Zama herd to protect all bison from
hunting. Within this area, all wood
bison are legally protected under
Alberta’s Wildlife Act; outside of the
area they are not protected and can be
hunted. The area outside of the
protected management area creates a
large buffer zone between the disease-
free Hay-Zama herd and the diseased

herds within WBNP (Gates et al. 2001,
p- 38).

Control areas and buffer zones
between diseased and non-diseased
populations may not prevent disease
transmission (Canadian Food Inspection
Agency 2002, unpaginated) because
they are sporadically patrolled and
imperfectly enforced. As discussed
earlier, fences are an ineffective method
to contain herds long term, especially
those in large areas (FEAP 1990, p. 29).
Consequently, a long-term, more
sustainable solution is needed to
address this problem.

A Federal Environmental Assessment
Panel (FEAP) was assembled to evaluate
four courses of action to address the
diseased herds at WBNP. These actions
were initially proposed by the Bison
Disease Task Force: (1) Do nothing; (2)
fence WBNP to contain the diseased
bison and prevent the spread of disease;
(3) use a combination of strategically
placed fences, buffer zones exterior to
the Park from which all bison would be
eliminated, and institute land-use
restrictions on cattle grazing; and (4)
phased elimination of the diseased herd
and replacement with disease-free wood
bison (FEAP 1990, p. 15). After public
hearings, and consultation with
technical experts, the panel
recommended eradication of the
existing diseased bison population to
eliminate the risk of transmission of
disease from bison in and around WBNP
to domestic cattle, wood bison, and
humans (FEAP 1990, p. 2). Public
response to this recommendation was
largely negative (Carbyn et al. 1998, p.
464). The recommendation was not
implemented; consequently, control of
disease spread currently depends on the
buffer zones.

Annual examinations and serological
studies of bison harvested from the
Mackenzie herd indicate that the herd
continues to be disease free (Nishi 2002,
p- 23). Over 220 samples from the Hay-
Zama herd were received as a result of
the hunts that could be tested for
disease. All samples tested negative
(Government of Canada 2010a,
unpaginated). There is also no evidence
of bovine brucellosis and bovine
tuberculosis in reintroduced herds in
the Yukon Territory, British Columbia,
western Alberta, or Manitoba. Free-
ranging, disease-free herds currently
include approximately 4,414 wood
bison (Table 1). Because of their
distance from WBNP, the Aishihik and
Chitek Lake herds are the most secure
from disease.

Recovery and conservation efforts for
wood bison emphasize the importance
of preventing the spread of tuberculosis
and brucellosis to disease-free

populations, and eliminating diseases in
infected populations (Gates et al. 2001,
p- 30). The focus on disease prevention
and control is consistent with the
recovery goals of increasing the number
of disease-free populations. Parks
Canada, through Elk Island National
Park, has worked with the recovery
team and others to develop and
maintain a disease-free captive-breeding
herd, which has provided healthy stock
for several restoration projects (Gates et
al. 2001, p. 18).

Because the northern latitudes are
experiencing the greatest changes in
climate, this area may also be at the
greatest risk for the emergence of
diseases and parasites that may threaten
the stability of wildlife populations
(Kutz et al. 2004, pp. 109, 114).
Warming may be of particular concern
for wildlife in northern regions because
the life-history patterns of most hosts
and parasites are currently constrained
by climatic conditions (Kutz et al. 2004,
p. 114). Researchers have hypothesized
that climate change will accelerate
pathogen development rates, lead to
greater overwinter survival of
pathogens, and modify host
susceptibility to infection in such a way
that the effects of disease will increase
(Ytrehus et al. 2008, p. 214). Wood
bison are susceptible to many diseases
and parasites (Reynolds et al. 2003, pp.
1030-1032). How climate change may
affect the number of animals infected,
the pathogen virulence, and,
consequently, wood bison viability is
unknown.

One potential effect of climate change
may be an increase in anthrax outbreaks
because of increased summer air
temperatures. Between 1962 and 1993,
nine anthrax outbreaks were recorded in
northern Canada, killing at least 1,309
wood bison (Dragon et al. 1999, p. 209).
Additional outbreaks continued to occur
through at least 2007 (GNT 2009, p. 13).
Wood bison appear most susceptible to
outbreaks when they are stressed,
including heat stress and high densities
of biting insects (Dragon et al. 1999, p.
212; Gates et al. 2010, p. 28). In
addition, if climate change leads to
widespread or intense drought, there
could be changes in the quality and
availability of forage that may cause
animals to concentrate around available
food and water. These factors could
contribute to stress levels and increase
susceptibility to anthrax (Dragon et al.
1999, p. 212; Gates et al. 2010, p. 28).
Although isolated anthrax outbreaks
occur currently, it is possible that
outbreaks may become more frequent,
widespread, or affect a greater number
of animals in the future. Thus far,
anthrax outbreaks have occurred
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sporadically when the necessary factors
have come together to affect portions of
one herd at a time. Anthrax is not
currently having a population-level
effect, and we do not have enough
information to predict with confidence
if anthrax will have a population-level
effect on wood bison in the future as a
result of climate change.

Predation

Wolf predation can be a significant
limiting factor for diseased populations
of wood bison (Reynolds et al. 1978, p.
581; Van Camp 1987, p. 25). Wood
bison were the principle food of two
wolf packs from 1975 to 1977 in the
Slave River lowlands (Van Camp 1987,
pPp- 29, 32). Of the adult and subadult
wood bison that died in 1976-1977,
wolves killed 31 percent; however,
hunters killed 39.3 percent (Van Camp
1987, p. 33). Joly and Messier (2004, p.
1173) found that productivity of the
diseased WBNP herd was insufficient to
offset losses to both predation and
disease, but that in the absence of either
factor, positive population growth was
possible. Presence of disease likely
increased the killing success of wolves
through bison debilitation (Joly and
Messier 2004, p. 1174). Wood bison
evolved with wolves and we have no
data showing that predation by wolves
is limiting the recovery of any of the
disease-free herds or would cause the
extirpation of a herd (ADF&G 2007, p.
98).

Summary of Factor C

The presence of disease and diseased
herds is recognized as a factor limiting
recovery (Mitchell and Gates 2002, p.
12). The effectiveness of current
management actions such as
maintaining spatial separation between
diseased and disease-free herds by
limiting herd size is yet to be
determined over long timeframes.
Research is continuing on creation of
disease-free herds. No effective vaccines
exist for brucellosis, tuberculosis, or
anthrax for free-ranging populations. In
addition, although recommendations for
the management of the diseased herds
in and around WBNP have been
suggested (FEAP 1990, p. 2) they have
not yet been implemented, it is
unknown if they will be implemented,
or how implementation of the
recommendations would affect the
status of the subspecies.

Predation by wolves is a natural threat
that will persist indefinitely into the
future. Although diseased herds may be
more susceptible to predation, healthy
herds, which now represent
approximately half of the free-ranging
wood bison, are not. As long as wolves

are present on the landscape, they will
present an ongoing, low level of threat,
especially to diseased herds.

The presence of disease in the largest
potential donor population of wood
bison (WBNP herd) has limited the
number of animals available for
establishing or augmenting herds
throughout the wood bison’s historical
range and has removed otherwise
optimal habitat from consideration for
expansion of wild populations. The
presence of reportable diseases will
continue to lead to actions that impact
conservation, in particular restriction of
herd expansion and the reintroduction
of herds in particular areas. Although
brucellosis and tuberculosis may limit
wood bison population growth and
productivity in some herds, they are
unlikely to cause extirpation of any
population (Bradley and Wilmshurst
2005, p. 1204; Gates et al. 2010, p. 60),
but when combined with predation herd
size can be limited. Anthrax outbreaks
occur sporadically when critical factors
come together. Climate change could
affect the frequency of outbreaks if
increased temperatures or drought
caused increased levels of stress in the
animals, especially during the rut.
Because disease constrains and inhibits
full recovery of the species, until a
solution for the diseased animals at
WBNP is found, or effective vaccines are
discovered and utilized, disease will
continue to be a threat to wood bison
now and in the foreseeable future.

D. The Inadequacy of Existing
Regulatory Mechanisms

The first protective legislation for
wood bison, making it illegal for anyone
to molest the species, was passed by the
Canadian Government in 1877, but not
until the law was enforced beginning in
1897 did the population increase (Soper
1941, pp. 362—363; Gates et al. 2001, p.
12).

As previously mentioned, the wood
bison was recognized by the COSEWIC
as an endangered subspecies of
Canadian wildlife in 1978. It was
reclassified to threatened in June 1988,
based on a status report prepared by the
National Wood Bison Recovery Team.

The Species at Risk Act (SARA),
enacted on December 12, 2002, became
fully effective on June 1, 2004, and is
the Canadian counterpart to the U.S.
Endangered Species Act. The purpose of
SARA is to prevent listed wildlife
species from becoming extinct or lost
from the wild (extirpated); to help in the
recovery of extirpated, endangered, or
threatened species; and to ensure that
species of special concern do not
become endangered or threatened.
SARA also requires the development of

recovery strategies and action plans for
covered species. In the SARA, the
COSEWIC was established as the
scientific body that identifies and
assesses a species’ status; however, the
government makes the final decision on
whether to list a species.

Species such as wood bison that were
designated as threatened or endangered
by the COSEWIC before SARA had to be
reassessed before being included on the
official list of wildlife species under
SARA. The wood bison is currently
listed as a threatened species under
Schedule 1 of SARA. The National
Recovery Plan for wood bison was
published in 2001 (Gates et al. 2001)
and is currently under revision. As
discussed in the Recovery section
above, many recovery actions have been
implemented and more are in progress.
As discussed under Factor B, SARA
requires permits for all scientific
collection of listed species.

The SARA covers all species on
Federal lands such as national parks,
national wildlife areas, Prairie Farm
Rehabilitation Administration pastures,
aboriginal reserve lands, and military
training areas. It prohibits the killing,
harming, harassing, or taking of
extirpated, endangered, or threatened
species, and the destruction of their
residences (e.g., nest or den) on Federal
lands, except where permitted under a
national recovery strategy (GNT 2009, p.
15). Because the recovery strategy
includes managing herd size for the
health of the habitat and herds (Gates et
al. 2001, pp. 35-39), bison hunting is
allowed under a quota system in the
Nahanni, Mackenzie, and Aishihik
herds (described under Factor B). The
Northwest Territories Big Game Hunting
Regulations consider bison in the Slave
River Lowlands to be hybrids, which
General Hunting License holders may
hunt without limit or closed season. In
the Yukon, the Aishihik herd size is
managed through hunting. In Alberta,
Hay-Zama herd size is managed by
hunting to reduce the likelihood that the
herd will come into contact with
animals from WBNP (GNT 2009, p. 15).

Habitat protection within the range of
the Mackenzie bison herd is facilitated
through the SARA and the Mackenzie
Valley Resource Management Act of
1998. Although the Mackenzie Valley
Resource Management Act does not
specifically provide protection to wood
bison, it did create a Land and Water
Board (LWB), which is given the power
to regulate the use of land and water,
including the issuance of land use
permits and water licenses. The LWB’s
Environmental Impact Review Board is
the main instrument in the Mackenzie
Valley for the examination of the
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environmental impact of proposed
developments. The LWB’s Land Use
Planning Board is given the power to
develop land use plans and to ensure
that future use of lands is carried out in
conformity with those plans.

As described below, several wood
bison herds occur wholly or partially in
National Parks, ecological reserves, or
Provincial Parks (Table 2). In 1922,
WBNP was established in Alberta and
the Northwest Territories for the
protection of wood bison. Habitat
protection of 44,807 km?2 (17,300 mi2)
within WBNP occurs through the
Canada National Parks Act, the purpose
of which is to maintain or restore the
ecological integrity of parks, through the
protection of natural resources and
natural processes. With respect to a
park, ecological integrity means a
condition characteristic of its natural
region, including abiotic (nonliving)
components and the composition and
abundance of native species and

biological communities. Renewable
harvest activities can be regulated or
prohibited, and is enforced through this
legislation (Canada National Parks Act,
2000). National parks are protected by
Federal legislation from all forms of
extractive resource use such as mining,
forestry, agriculture, and sport hunting.
Only activities consistent with the
protection of park resources are
allowed. Efforts are directed at
maintaining the physical environment
in as natural a state as possible. Sport
hunting is prohibited; however,
traditional subsistence-level harvesting
by First Nations is allowed in some
areas as long as the resources are
conserved (The Canadian Encyclopedia
2010a, unpaginated).

Ecological reserves are established in
part for the protection of rare and
endangered plants and animals in their
natural habitat; preservation of unique,
rare, or outstanding botanical,
zoological, or geological phenomena;

and perpetuation of important genetic
resources. Research and educational
functions are the primary uses for
ecological reserves, but are open to the
public for non-consumptive,
observational uses. Plans are developed
by the Ministry of Environment to
provide protection and management to
ensure long-term maintenance. Resource
use, such as tree cutting, hunting,
fishing, mining, domestic grazing,
camping, lighting of fires and removal of
materials, plants or animals, and the use
of motorized vehicles are prohibited
(British Columbia 2010, unpaginated).

Although there are numerous parks
and ecological reserves throughout the
range of the wood bison, these areas do
not necessarily encompass all of the
individuals of a herd. Individuals
frequently move into and out of these
areas; therefore, wood bison herds are
only afforded protection while within
the boundaries of the park or ecological
reserve.

TABLE 2—FREE-RANGING WOOD BISON HERDS AND LAND MANAGEMENT UNITS THAT PROVIDE PROTECTION TO THEM

Herd category and
name

Canadian province

Protected area

Free-ranging, disease-

free herds:
Mackenzie ............. Northwest Territories ..
Aishihik ....... YUKON .o,
Hay-Zama .. Alberta ........co.......
Nordquist British Columbia ..........
Etthithun British Columbia
Nahanni British Columbia,
Chitek Lake Northwest Territories
Manitoba
Free-ranging, diseased
herds:
Wood Buffalo Na- Alberta, Northwest Ter-
tional Park. ritories.

Mackenzie Bison Sanctuary.

Wildlife Management Area.

Lake Park, and Milligan Hills Park.
Chitek Lake Reserve.

Wood Buffalo National Park.

None identified, but occupied habitat is government-owned.

Portage Brule Rapids Ecological Reserve, Smith River Ecological Reserve, Smith River
Falls—Fort Halkett Park, Liard River Corridor Park, Liard River Hotsprings Park, Liard
River West Corridor Park, Liard River Corridor Protected Area, Hyland River Park, Muncho

The Federal Environmental
Assessment and Review Process (EARP)
was introduced in Canada in 1973. In
1995, the Canadian Environmental
Assessment Act replaced EARP and
strengthened the Environmental Impact
Assessment (EIA). The Canadian
Environmental Assessment Act outlines
responsibilities and procedures for the
EIA of projects for which the Federal
Government holds decisionmaking
authority. The purposes of EIAs are to
minimize or avoid adverse
environmental effects before they occur
and incorporate environmental factors
into decisionmaking. All projects in
National Parks must have an EIA. An
EIA is also required under the law of the
provinces and territories. Municipalities
and corporations are subject to the EIA
requirements of their respective
provincial, territorial, or land claim
jurisdictions, and are also subject to the

Canadian Environmental Assessment
Act if the Federal Government holds
some decisionmaking authority
concerning the proposed development
or the acceptability of its impacts. This
legislation ensures that any projects
conducted on Federal lands, including
National Parks, are carefully reviewed
before Federal authorities take action so
that projects do not cause significant
adverse environmental effects,
including areas surrounding the project.
It encourages Federal authorities to take
actions that promote sustainable
development (Canadian Environmental
Assessment Agency 2010, unpaginated).
If a project is likely to cause significant
adverse environmental effects that
cannot be justified in the circumstances,
even after taking into account
appropriate mitigation measures the
project shall not be carried out in whole

or in part (Canadian Environmental
Assessment Act (20)(b) and (37)(b)).

The wood bison is listed on Appendix
II of CITES. CITES, an international
treaty among 175 nations, including
Canada and the United States, became
effective in 1975. In the United States,
CITES is implemented through the U.S.
Endangered Species Act. The Secretary
of the Interior has delegated the
Department of the Interior’s
responsibility for CITES to the Director
of the Service and established the CITES
Scientific and Management Authorities
to implement the treaty.

CITES provides varying degrees of
protection to more than 32,000 species
of animals and plants that are traded as
whole specimens, parts, or products.
Under this treaty, member countries
work together to ensure that
international trade in animal and plant
species is not detrimental to the survival
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of wild populations by regulating the
import, export, and reexport of CITES-
listed animal and plant species (USFWS
2010, unpaginated). Under CITES, a
species is listed on an Appendix and
receives varying levels of regulation in
international trade through permit and
certification requirements depending
upon the particular Appendix in which
the species is listed (CITES 2010b,
unpaginated). CITES Appendix-II
species are not necessarily considered to
be threatened with extinction now but
may become so unless trade in the
species is regulated. Appendix II allows
for regulated trade, including
commercial trade, as long as the
exporting country issues a CITES permit
based on findings that the specimen was
legally acquired and the export will not
be detrimental to the survival of the
species. As discussed under Factor B,
we do not consider international trade
to be a threat impacting the wood bison.
Therefore, protection under this treaty is
an adequate regulatory mechanism.

Provincial and territorial governments
within Canada can use the Wild Animal
and Plant Protection and Regulation of
International and Interprovincial Trade
Act (WAPPRIITA) to control transport of
wood bison across their borders. This
law applies to wood bison because it is
on the CITES control list. The
WAPPRIITA prohibits the import,
export, and interprovincial
transportation of CITES-listed species or
any Canadian species whose capture,
possession, and transportation are
regulated by provincial or territorial
laws, unless the specimens are
accompanied by the appropriate
documents (licenses, permits). In all
cases, the WAPPRIITA applies to the
animal, alive or dead, as well as to its
parts and any derived products
(Environment Canada 2010, p. 1).

In addition to national-level
legislation that provides protection to
wood bison, there is also protection at
the provincial level. Alberta, the
Northwest Territories, British Columbia,
Manitoba, and the Yukon Territory
classify wood bison as wildlife, which
is the property of the provincial or
territorial government. In 1995, the
Government of Alberta established a
Wildlife Management Area to protect
the Hay-Zama herd and listed the wood
bison as endangered within the
protected area under the Alberta
Wildlife Act (Gates et al. 2010, p. 71).

In this area, all wood bison are legally
protected from hunting; outside of the
area they are not protected.

The Northwest Territories Wildlife
Act enables the Minister of the
Department of Resources, Wildlife, and
Economic Development to prohibit the

importation of any wildlife into the
Northwest Territories without a permit.
This prohibits uncontrolled importation
of plains bison. In May 1964, wood
bison were declared in danger of
becoming extinct under the Northwest
Territories Act and are now designated
as a protected species in the Northwest
Territories. As such, sport hunting and
subsistence hunting by aboriginal
people may occur, but is regulated.

Wood bison are on British Columbia’s
Red List of species and subspecies that
are candidates for legal designation as
endangered or threatened under the
Wildlife Act (Harper 2002, p. 3). Wood
bison are an endangered species under
the Yukon Act and a “specially
protected species” under the Wildlife
Act (Yukon legislation) and are listed as
protected under Manitoba’s Wildlife
Act. Bison are considered domestic
when held in captivity under permit or
license for game farming purposes. If a
wood bison escapes captivity, the
provincial or territorial government
acquires ownership of the animal and it,
therefore, becomes protected (Harper
and Gates 2000, p. 919).

In the United States, as an endangered
species under the Act, pure wood bison
can be imported only by permit for
scientific research or enhancement of
propagation or survival of the species.
Wood/plains bison hybrids, however,
are not protected by the Act and can be
imported if the required CITES Foreign
Export Permits are obtained from
Canada prior to the import. If the wood
bison is reclassified to threatened,
import of trophies legally taken and
properly permitted under the Act could
also occur. Because of the regulations in
place in Canada for all hunts and the
permits required for import/export
under CITES, we do not anticipate that
reclassification would cause any
increase in the number of animals killed
or have any effect on the herds that are
hunted.

In addition to the protection of CITES
and the Endangered Species Act, the
import of live wood bison and trophies
is also regulated by the U.S. Department
of Agriculture (USDA), Animal and
Plant Health Inspection Service
(APHIS), Veterinary Services for health
purposes (APHIS 2007, entire).
Imported wood bison must be
accompanied by a health certificate that
certifies, among other things, that the
animal is free of any evidence of
communicable disease, was not in
quarantine in Canada, is from a
brucellosis-free province or territory,
and has continuously resided in a
tuberculosis accredited-free province.

Although there is tight control over
the transmission of disease across the

Canadian border, control of disease
within Canada is more challenging. As
explained above (Factor C), there is a
program to detect and eradicate
tuberculosis and brucellosis in farmed
animals in Canada in order to protect
the health of food-producing and
companion animals, safeguard human
health, and safeguard the health of free-
roaming wildlife. In addition, buffer
zones in which dispersing animals may
be harvested have been created around
the diseased herds to reduce the risk of
bovine tuberculosis and brucellosis
infection of the Mackenzie and Nahanni
herds, which are most at risk from
infection from animals at WBNP. In
addition, the Governments of the
Northwest Territories, Alberta, and
British Columbia have designated
management zones to reduce the risk of
dispersing animals transmitting disease
to disease-free herds in their provinces.
However, as noted above, buffer zones
are not ideal for preventing the spread
of disease because they are sporadically
patrolled and imperfectly enforced.
Existing regulations and policies
address the transmission of disease
within Canada, but it is impossible to
regulate the movement of wild animals
across a large, mostly uninhabited
landscape. Thus, we conclude that
regulatory mechanisms are in place to
minimize the spread of disease but
because of the difficulty in containing
herds of wild animals, the mechanisms
are inadequate to prevent the spread of
disease.

Under Factor E, we conclude that loss
of genetic integrity through
hybridization is a threat to wood bison.
Preventing hybridization between plains
bison and free-roaming wood bison is a
goal of the recovery plan and is
important to the conservation of the
subspecies (Gates et al. 2001, p. 33).
There is one free-ranging plains bison
herd in Canada, in British Columbia,
which was established as a result of the
plains bison escaping from their
enclosure. Preventing interbreeding
between free-ranging plains bison and
wood bison is a management objective
in British Columbia and is
accomplished by maintaining a large
physical separation between the herds
and having a management zone around
the plains bison herd that allows harvest
of plains bison within this zone (Harper
et al. 2000, p. 23).

As discussed earlier under Factor A,
plains bison presence on the landscape
is increasing and commercial plains
bison operations in Canada are
expanding. The presence of plains bison
within the historical range of wood
bison increases the probability that
wood bison will come into contact with
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them. Ranchers are most likely highly
motivated by economics to prevent the
escape of their animals and to recapture
them if they do escape. It is unlikely
that additional government regulations
would improve on this basic incentive;
therefore, although there may not be
specific regulations regarding how
plains bison should be contained, such
regulations are not viewed as necessary
or effectual. As mentioned above, buffer
zones are not ideal for preventing the
movement of free-ranging bison. Thus,
although regulations are in place by
which the Pink Mountain plains bison
herd (a free-ranging herd) can be
managed, and there is no indication that
they have not been effective, they may
not be 100 percent effective in
preventing hybridization in the future
because of the difficulty of managing
wild animals over large areas of forested
landscape.

Summary of Factor D

The wood bison is currently protected
through a variety of regulatory
mechanisms, and we anticipate those
protections to continue. The wood bison
is protected by Canadian Federal,
provincial, and territorial law.
Internationally, its trade is regulated by
CITES. International trade is limited to
animals surplus to recovery needs in
Canada, as determined under guidance
of the National Wood Bison Recovery
Team. In the United States, activities
involving wood bison are regulated by
the Endangered Species Act, and with
reclassification, they will continue to be
regulated. Federal agencies will need to
consult with the Service on activities
that may affect the species, and Federal
permits will be required for scientific
collection or any other form of take.

Disease and hybridization have been
identified as threats to wood bison.
Although buffer zones have been
established and regulations
implemented for the management of the
buffer zones to minimize the potential
of disease spread and hybridization,
buffer zones have limitations and are an
imperfect means by which to prevent
animal movement. Therefore, we
conclude that existing regulatory
mechanisms are inadequate to
completely protect wood bison from
these threats.

E. Other Natural or Manmade Factors
Affecting its Continued Existence

Accidental Mortality

Because bison follow linear
landmarks and prefer open areas,
vehicles on roads and other linear
developments, such as railroad lines,
present a hazard to wood bison.

Collisions with vehicles are the largest
source of known mortality for
individuals in the Hay-Zama herd
(Mitchell and Gates 2002, p. 9). For the
Nordquist herd, vehicle collisions are a
significant mortality factor (Wildlife
Collision Prevention Program. 2010, pp.
22-23). The herd was established in the
Nordquist Flats area, near the Liard
River in northeastern British Columbia;
however, individuals, and then the
majority of the herd, moved to the
Alaska Highway corridor. In January
2007, a limited aerial survey counted 97
wood bison, all of which were on the
highway right-of-way, except for four
bulls, which were observed within 500
m (1,640 ft) of the road (Reynolds et al.
2009, p. 6). Three of 15 wood bison
introduced to the Etthithun Lake area in
1996 were killed in collisions with
industrial road traffic during the first
winter (Harper and Gates 2000, p. 921).
The Yukon government has a “bison-
free” policy in the vicinity of the Alaska
Highway that includes deterrence,
capture, and ultimately the destruction
of problem animals (Yukon Fish and
Wildlife Co-management undated, p. 1).
During the growth phase of the Aishihik
herd from 1988 to 1993, 49 wood bison
were removed from the Alaska Highway
right-of-way because of vehicle
collisions and problem wildlife
complaints (Boyd 2003, p. 187). Of
these, 36 were captured and moved to

a game farm, 8 were killed in collisions,
and 5 were intentionally killed (Wildlife
Collision Prevention Program 2010,
unpaginated). From 1989 to 2007,
collisions with vehicles killed from 1 to
30 wood bison annually from three
herds combined in the Northwest
Territories; fewer than 10 were killed
annually in 11 of the 18 years (GNT
2009, p. 17; Wildlife Collision
Prevention Program 2010, unpaginated).

Because of continued or increased
resource development, tourism, and off-
road vehicle use, it is anticipated that
mortality from collisions with vehicles
will be a source of individual mortality
for several populations. Because
mortality from road collisions
represents a small portion of the total
subspecies population, and efforts are
made to reduce bison/highway conflicts,
this source of mortality is not expected
to have a significant impact at the
subspecies population level.

Spring flooding in the Peace-
Athabasca River Delta in 1958, 1961,
and 1974 killed approximately 500,
1,100, and 3,000 wood bison,
respectively (Reynolds et al. 2003, p.
1029). Autumn flooding in the same
area in 1959 killed an estimated 3,000
(Reynolds et al. 2003, p. 1029). This
region is within WBNP where the

diseased herds reside. Most likely a
small number of animals drown each
year when caught by floods or when
they break through ice (Soper 1941, p.
403). Large drowning events have not
been documented from other rivers, and
no large mortality events have been
documented in recent years. Drowning
is also recognized as a cause of mortality
in the Chitek Lake herd. Because
mortality due to drowning typically
affects only a portion of a herd and herd
sizes are increasing (Table 1), drowning
does not appear to be having a
population-level effect on wood bison.

Although wood bison are hardy and
very cold tolerant (Gates et al. 2010, p.
24), above-average snowfall, long
periods of sub-zero temperatures, and
midwinter thaws followed by freezing
can cause mortality. Such severe winter
conditions reduce forage availability
(Reynolds et al. 2003, p. 1030). Rain on
snow events can also form an ice layer
that creates a barrier to forage for
herbivores (Putkonen 2009, p. 221).
Freezing rain in autumn that causes
ground-fast ice to form before snow
cover accumulates, ice layering in the
snow cover, crusting of the snow, and
the formation of ground-fast ice in
spring increase the energy required to
obtain forage or make forage
unobtainable (Gunn and Dragon 2002, p.
58). Soper (1941, pp. 403—404) recounts
several stories in which excessive
snowfall caused mass mortalities of
wood bison, and Van Camp and Calef
(1987, p. 23) report that 33 percent of
the diseased wood bison herd in the
Slave River lowlands was lost during
the severe winter of 1974-1975.
Starvation in bad winters is recognized
as a source of mortality for wood bison
in the Chitek Lake herd. We have no
information indicating that starvation is
having a population-level effect on any
of the herds currently.

Rain on snow events may likely
increase in the face of climate change
(Rennert et al. 2009, p. 2312). A
doubling of carbon dioxide is estimated
to cause a 40 percent increase in the
area impacted by rain on snow events in
the Arctic by 2080 (Rennert et al. 2009,
P 2312). Rain on snow events may
become more prevalent primarily in
northwestern Canada, Alaska, and
eastern Russia (Rennert et al. 2009, p.
2312). We have no reports that rain on
snow events have led to the deaths of
bison, but they could be susceptible to
starvation by such events.

Genetic Issues

Genetic diversity in wood bison has
been reduced through the large historic
reduction in overall population size and
the starting of new populations with
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very few individuals (founder effect).
Genetic diversity is the primary means
by which organisms can adapt to
changing environmental conditions over
time. Low levels of genetic diversity can
reduce the ability of a population to
respond to environmental changes.
Current wood bison herds were
established from relatively few founders
(Wilson and Strobeck 1999, pp. 484—
486). For example, the Elk Island
National Park herd was started from 11
individuals, and the Mackenzie herd
was started from 16 (Gates et al. 1992,

p. 150; Wilson and Strobeck 1999, p.
494). Inbreeding, the mating of related
individuals, can lead to lower fecundity,
abnormalities, reduced growth rates,
and other issues. Although inbreeding is
more likely to occur in small herds or

in herds that are isolated, it has not been
documented in wood bison. Starting
new populations with multiple groups
of animals is one way to avoid or
minimize the founder effect as was done
in the establishment of the Aishihik
herd. Moving disease-free animals from
one herd to another is another method
to maintain genetic diversity. One of the
wood bison recovery goals is to ensure
that the genetic integrity of wood bison
is maintained. Because no effects of
inbreeding have been documented and
management actions have been shown
to be effective, we conclude that loss of
genetic diversity is not a threat to wood
bison now or in the foreseeable future.

Hybridization occurs when
individuals from genetically distinct
groups such as wood bison and plains
bison interbreed. The introduction of
plains bison to WBNP in the 1920s put
the two distinct subspecies in contact
with each other and threatened the
genetic purity of wood bison (Gates et
al. 2010, p. 17). The discovery of an
isolated subpopulation of wood bison in
1957, and subsequent translocation of
individuals, created the Mackenzie and
Elk Island National Park herds, which
were thought to be pure wood bison.
Genetic analysis has indicated that these
bison did have limited contact with
plains bison, but it was minimal enough
that the animals exhibit predominantly
wood bison traits and wood bison herds
originating from these founders are
genetically more similar to one another
than they are to plains bison (van Zyll
de Jong et al. 1995, pp. 401-404; Wilson
and Strobeck 1999, p. 493). Although
recovery actions emphasize maintaining
the genetic integrity of wood bison (i.e.,
recovery goal number 3) (Gates et al.
2001, p. 33), as discussed earlier under
Factor A, plains bison presence on the
landscape is increasing. Commercial
plains bison operations in Canada are

expanding, and the Pink Mountain
plains bison herd was established in
British Columbia as a result of plains
bison escaping from an enclosure. The
commercial plains bison operations and
plains bison herds remove potential
habitat for wood bison, and the presence
of plains bison within the historical
range of wood bison increases the
probability that wood bison will come
into contact with them. For these
reasons, loss of genetic integrity through
hybridization is a threat to wood bison
and will remain so in the foreseeable
future.

Summary of Factor E

Accidental mortality typically occurs
randomly and cannot be predicted. We
expect accidents to continue at the same
rate and scale as they have in the past,
into the future, but only expect this to
effect individuals and not be significant
enough to affect the species as a whole.
Relative to genetic diversity, inbreeding
in wood bison has not been
documented, and management actions
are in place to prevent further loss of
genetic diversity. The status of genetic
issues relating to hybridization could
change relatively rapidly, especially if
plains bison were to escape from
captivity in close proximity to a wood
bison herd. Currently, free-ranging
wood bison and plains bison herds are
widely separated from one another, but
as herd size grows, the separation
shrinks, increasing the odds that they
may come into contact with one
another. Furthermore, bison are difficult
animals to contain, they can travel long
distances, and the wood and plains
bison can readily interbreed.

In summary, accidental mortality will
continue to occur regularly, primarily
through collisions with vehicles and
drowning. In addition, climate change
may create localized weather conditions
such as above-average snowfall, long
periods of sub-zero temperatures, or
ground-fast ice formation that can lead
to winter mortality of portions of herds.
Given the number of herds and their
wide distribution across the landscape,
we conclude that accidental mortality
and starvation are not threats to wood
bison now or in the foreseeable future.
It is recognized that genetic diversity in
wood bison is relatively low, and that
the herds must be managed to maintain
genetic diversity. Loss of genetic
diversity is a factor that may limit the
ability of wood bison to adapt to
changing conditions in the future, but
the magnitude of that limitation, if it
exists, is unknown. Lack of genetic
diversity is potentially limiting over the
long term depending on the magnitude
of environmental change wood bison

may face. Because no effects of
inbreeding have been documented and
management actions have been shown
to be effective, we conclude that loss of
genetic diversity is not a threat to wood
bison now or in the foreseeable future.
Hybridization with plains bison is a
threat that most likely will increase in
the future. Because of consumer
demand for bison meat we expect
commercial bison production will
continue to expand, removing suitable
habitat for wood bison recovery herds,
and increasing the probability that
escaped plains bison will be free on the
landscape. Hybridization is a threat to
wood bison now and in the foreseeable
future.
Finding

As required by the Act, we considered
the five factors in assessing whether the
wood bison is threatened or endangered
throughout all or a significant portion of
its range. We reviewed the petition,
information available in our files,
comments and information received
after the publication of our 90-day
finding (74 FR 5908), and other
available published and unpublished
information, and consulted with
recognized experts. We have carefully
assessed the best available scientific and
commercial data regarding the past,
present, and future threats faced by
wood bison. This status review found
that threats to wood bison are still
present in factors A, C, D, and E. Habitat
loss has occurred from agricultural
development, and we expect losses will
continue in concert with human growth
and expansion of agriculture, including
commercial bison production. The
presence of bovine brucellosis and
bovine tuberculosis constrains herd
growth as managers attempt to maintain
physical separation between diseased
and disease-free wood bison and cattle
herds, the diseased herds are occupying
habitat that could be restored with
disease-free herds, and disease in the
largest potential donor population
(WBNP herd) prevents those animals
from being used in reintroduction
projects. Plains bison are commercially
produced in historical wood bison
habitat. These operations remove
potential habitat from wood bison
recovery efforts and the escape of plains
bison poses a threat to wood bison
because of hybridization and the loss of
genetic integrity. Finally, we found that
regulatory mechanisms are inadequate
to prevent disease transmission within
Canada, and to prevent hybridization.

In addition to the five factor analysis,
we also considered the progress towards
meeting the recovery goals outlined in
the Canadian recovery plan to
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determine if it is appropriate to
reclassify the wood bison under the Act.
We took into consideration the
conservation actions that have occurred,
are ongoing, and are planned. Since
listing, the subspecies’ status has
improved as a result of the following:

¢ Enactment and enforcement of
national and international laws and
treaties have minimized the impacts of
hunting and trade.

¢ Reintroduction of disease-free herds
has increased the number of free-
ranging herds from 1 population of 300
in 1978 to 7 populations totaling 4,414
bison in 2008.

¢ Diseased and disease-free, free-
ranging populations are stable or
increasing.

In sum, the continued reintroduction
of disease-free herds, the ongoing
development and updating of
management plans, the active
management of herds, the ongoing
research, and the protections provided
by laws and protected lands provide
compelling evidence that recovery
actions have been successful at reducing
the threats posed to the species.

The primary factor that led to the
listing of the wood bison was the small
number of free-ranging, disease-free
animals on the landscape. However, the
trend today is towards increasing
numbers of disease-free herds and
population sizes. We find that the
threats identified under factors A, C, D,
and E, when combined with the
increase in number of herds and
population sizes, ongoing active
management, and protections provided
by laws, are not of sufficient
imminence, intensity, or magnitude to
indicate that the wood bison is
presently in danger of extinction and is,
therefore, not endangered. However,
threats to wood bison still exist and will
continue into the foreseeable future.
Consequently, we have determined that
wood bison should be reclassified from
endangered to threatened.

We next consider whether a distinct
vertebrate population segment (DPS)
exists or whether any significant portion
of the wood bison range meets the
definition of endangered.

Distinct Vertebrate Population Segment

Under the Service’s “Policy Regarding
the Recognition of Distinct Vertebrate
Population Segments Under the
Endangered Species Act” (61 FR 4722,
February 7, 1996), three elements are
considered in the decision concerning
the establishment and classification of a
possible DPS. These elements, which
are applied similarly for additions to or
removal from the Federal List of

Endangered and Threatened Wildlife,
include:

(1) The discreteness of a population in
relation to the remainder of the species
to which it belongs;

(2) The significance of the population
segment to the species to which it
belongs; and

(3) The population segment’s
conservation status in relation to the
Act’s standards for listing, delisting, or
reclassification (i.e., is the population
segment endangered or threatened).

Discreteness

Under the DPS policy, a population
segment of a vertebrate taxon may be
considered discrete if it satisfies either
one of the following conditions:

(1) It is markedly separated from other
populations of the same taxon as a
consequence of physical, physiological,
ecological, or behavioral factors.
Quantitative measures of genetic or
morphological discontinuity may
provide evidence of this separation.

(2) It is delimited by international
governmental boundaries within which
differences in control of exploitation,
management of habitat, conservation
status, or regulatory mechanisms exist
that are significant in light of section
4(a)(1)(D) of the Act.

Free-ranging wood bison herds do not
cross international boundaries; no herds
are discrete based on this criterion.
There is marked geographic separation
of the Aishihik and Chitek Lake herds
from those centered more closely
around WBNP, and there is no
possibility of gene exchange between
the Aishihik and Chitek Lake herds and
those near WBNP. Because all extant
wood bison herds originated from the
same founders, there is no reason to
maintain genetic distinctness among the
herds. One of the recovery goals is to
“ensure that the genetic integrity of
wood bison is maintained.” Because this
goal can be accomplished through the
movement of relatively few animals
among the herds, it is reasonable to
expect that this is a strategy that may be
employed in the future to maintain
genetic integrity. However, to our
knowledge this strategy has not been
used; therefore, because of marked
geographical separation, the Aishihik
and Chitek Lake herds are determined to
be discrete.

Significance

Under our DPS Policy, in addition to
our consideration that a population
segment is discrete, we consider its
biological and ecological significance to
the taxon to which it belongs. This
consideration may include, but is not
limited to: (1) Evidence of the

persistence of the discrete population
segment in an ecological setting that is
unique or unusual for the taxon; (2)
evidence that loss of the population
segment would result in a significant
gap in the range of the taxon; (3)
evidence that the population segment
represents the only surviving natural
occurrence of a taxon that may be more
abundant elsewhere as an introduced
population outside its historical range;
and (4) evidence that the discrete
population segment differs markedly
from other populations of the species in
its genetic characteristics (61 FR 4721;
February 7, 1996).

None of the wood bison herds occur
in unique or unusual ecological settings;
they are either in typical historical
habitat or have been established in
habitat that mimics historical habitat
(Chitek Lake herd). Wood bison herds
are currently in a growth phase and are
beginning to fill in gaps in what was
once a much more extensive range.
There are already significant gaps in its
distribution compared to the historical
condition, and no one herd is more
important than another in this regard. In
the unlikely event of a herd being
extirpated, it could be replaced through
management actions that have been
refined and implemented over the last
20 years. Six of the seven free-ranging,
disease-free herds are within the
historical range of the species. Only the
Chitek Lake population is outside of
what is considered the historical range.
All of the herds, except the Mackenzie
herd, were started with animals from
Elk Island National Park, and both the
Mackenzie and Elk Island National Park
herds were initiated from animals from
WBNP.

Because of the founder effect (a small
number of founders which represented
only a portion of the genetic variability
available) and genetic drift, there are
currently distinct, but low, genetic
differences among the herds (Wilson
and Strobeck 1999, p. 493). Wilson and
Strobeck (1999, p. 494) note the power
of the founder effect to lead to
genetically distinct populations even
when the populations were started at
about the same time with animals taken
from the same locale. The low level of
genetic differences among the herds is
an artifact of management actions and
the differences do not represent
significant, unique or special genetic
traits. Therefore, although the Chitek
and Aishihik herds are discrete, we find
that they are not significant and no
herds qualify as a DPS.

Significant Portion of the Range

Having determined that the wood
bison does not meet the definition of an
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endangered species throughout its
range, we must next consider whether
there is a significant portion of the range
where the wood bison is in danger of
extinction. A portion of a species’ range
is significant if it is part of the current
range of the species and is important to
the conservation of the species because
it contributes meaningfully to the
representation, resiliency, or
redundancy of the species. The
contribution must be at a level such that
its loss would result in a decrease in the
ability to conserve the species.

We evaluated the wood bison’s range
in the context of whether any potential
threats are concentrated in a significant
portion of the range such that if there
were concentrated impacts, those wood
bison populations might be in danger of
extinction.

The herds in and around WBNP,
which represent approximately half of
the free-ranging wood bison, have tested
positive for bovine brucellosis and/or
tuberculosis. Approximately 30 percent
of the wood bison in this area test
positive for brucellosis, 21 to 49 percent
test positive for tuberculosis, with a
combined prevalence of 42 percent
(Tessaro et al. 1990, p. 174; Gates et al.
2010, p. 35). It could be argued that the
threat of disease to these populations is
concentrated. However, as discussed
above, these diseases are chronic and
cause slow debilitation, not acute
mortality of large numbers of animals at
one time. The population at WBNP has
persisted with these diseases since the
1920s, and population numbers have
been stable at 4,000 to 5,000 since 2002
(Table 1).

Research into solutions on how to
manage the diseased herds in and
around WBNP continues. In 2005, a
technical workshop was convened to
determine in part if it was technically
possible to remove disease from the
wood bison herds in and around WBNP
(Shury et al. 2006). Technical success
was defined as reestablishing a disease-
free bison population at a similar level
to the current population without any
loss in genetic diversity. The team
determined that:

1. Eradication of bovine tuberculosis
and brucellosis through lethal removal
and reintroduction is technically
feasible, and under controlled
conditions there would be a very high
probability of eradicating both diseases.

2. The eradication of these diseases
would be a long-term project, taking 15—
20 years.

3. The cost was estimated to be
between 62 and 78 million dollars over
20 years with the greatest costs being
incurred during the first 4 years (Shury
et al. 2005, pp. 1-2).

Although the diseases affect the
fitness of the herds and cause occasional
mortalities, they will not cause herd
extirpation. We are not aware of any
other threat within this area that would
act synergistically with disease and
heighten our level of concern for these
herds. Consequently, although we
recognize that it is desirable to eradicate
these diseases, we conclude that the
threat they present is not of a magnitude
that leads us to delineate the herds in
and around WBNP as being more in
danger of extinction than the other
herds, and, as being a significant portion
of the wood bison range.

In summary, the primary threats to
the wood bison are relatively uniform
throughout the species’ range. We have
determined that none of the existing or
potential threats currently place wood
bison in danger of extinction throughout
all or a significant portion of its range.

Available Conservation Measures

Conservation measures provided to
species listed as endangered or
threatened under the Act include
recognition, requirements for Federal
protection, and prohibitions against
certain practices. Recognition through
listing results in public awareness, and
encourages and results in conservation
actions by Federal governments, private
agencies and groups, and individuals.

Section 7(a) of the Act, as amended,
and as implemented by regulations at 50
CFR part 402, requires Federal agencies
to evaluate their actions within the
United States or on the high seas with
respect to any species that is proposed
or listed as endangered or threatened,
and with respect to its critical habitat,
if any is being designated. However,
given that there are no wild populations
of wood bison in the United States,
critical habitat is not being designated
for this species under section 4 of the
Act.

Section 8(a) of the Act authorizes
limited financial assistance for the
development and management of
programs that the Secretary of the
Interior determines to be necessary or
useful for the conservation of
endangered and threatened species in
foreign countries. Sections 8(b) and 8(c)
of the Act authorize the Secretary to
encourage conservation programs for
foreign endangered species and to
provide assistance for such programs in
the form of personnel and the training
of personnel.

The Act and its implementing
regulations set forth a series of general
prohibitions and exceptions that apply
to all endangered and threatened
wildlife. As such, these prohibitions
would be applicable to the wood bison.

These prohibitions, under 50 CFR 17.21
(17.31 for threatened wildlife species),
make it illegal for any person subject to
the jurisdiction of the United States to
“take” (take includes harass, harm,
pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap,
capture, collect, or to attempt any of
these) within the United States or upon
the high seas, import or export, deliver,
receive, carry, transport, or ship in
interstate or foreign commerce in the
course of a commercial activity, or to
sell or offer for sale in interstate or
foreign commerce, any endangered
wildlife species. It also is illegal to
possess, sell, deliver, carry, transport, or
ship any such wildlife that has been
taken in violation of the Act. Certain
exceptions apply to agents of the
Service and State conservation agencies.

We may issue permits to carry out
otherwise prohibited activities
involving endangered and threatened
wildlife species under certain
circumstances. Regulations governing
permits are codified at 50 CFR 17.22 for
endangered species, and at § 17.32 for
threatened species. With regard to
endangered wildlife, a permit must be
issued for the following purposes: For
scientific purposes, to enhance the
propagation or survival of the species,
and for incidental take in connection
with otherwise lawful activities. For
threatened species, a permit may be
issued for the same activities, as well as
zoological exhibition, education, and
special purposes consistent with the
Act.

Effects of This Proposed Rule

If made final, this rule would revise
50 CFR 17.11(h) to reclassify the wood
bison from endangered to threatened.
The prohibitions and conservation
measures provided by the Act,
particularly through sections 4(d) and 9
would still apply to this species.
Because there are no wild populations
of wood bison in the United States, no
critical habitat was designated, and
consequently none will be affected. We
are also correcting the 1980 listing to
include Alaska in the historical range
based on the best available scientific
information (Skinner and Kaisen 1947,
p. 158; Stephenson et al. 2001, p. 140;
Rasic and Matheus 2007, p. 385). In
addition, because the 1980 CFR
indicated that the listed entity for wood
bison was a DPS, we are correcting that
mistake. Despite the 1980 designation, it
is clear that the wood bison is listed at
the subspecies level. The CFR through
1980 indicated the Service’s intent of
the original listing; because we have
conducted no rulemaking since that
time, we are making the correction here
to change the scope of the listed entity.
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The entire “population” of wood bison
in Canada is the full extent of the
subspecies’ current range and no
individuals occur in the wild outside
this population.

Peer Review

Under our peer review policy (59 FR
34270; July 1, 1994), we will solicit the
expert opinions of three appropriate and
independent specialists regarding
pertinent scientific or commercial data
and assumptions relating to the
taxonomy, population models, and
supportive biological and ecological
information on this proposed rule. The
purpose of such review is to ensure that
we base listing decisions on
scientifically sound data, assumptions,
and analysis. To that end, we will send
copies of this proposed rule to these
peer reviewers immediately following
publication in the Federal Register.

Required Determinations

Assessment or Environmental Impact
Statement, as defined under the
authority of the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et
seq.), in connection with regulations
adopted pursuant to section 4(a) of the
Endangered Species Act. We published
a notice outlining our reasons for this
determination in the Federal Register
on October 25, 1983 (48 FR 49244).

References Cited

A complete list of the references cited
may be obtained from the Alaska
Regional Office (see FOR FURTHER
INFORMATION CONTACT).

Author

The primary author of this rule is
Marilyn Myers, Ph.D., Ecological
Services, Alaska Regional Office, 1011
E. Tudor Road, Anchorage, Alaska,
99503, (907) 786—3559.

recordkeeping requirements,
Transportation.

Proposed Regulation Promulgation

We propose to amend part 17,
subchapter B of chapter I, title 50 of the
Code of Federal Regulations, as set forth
below:

Part 17—[AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for part 17
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 16 U.S.C. 1361-1407; 16 U.S.C.
1531-1544; 16 U.S.C. 4201-4245; Pub. L. 99—
625, 100 Stat. 3500; unless otherwise noted.

2. Amend § 17.11(h) by revising the
entry "Bison, wood” under MAMMALS
in the List of Endangered and
Threatened Wildlife to read as follows:

§17.11
wildlife.

Endangered and threatened

National Environmental Policy Act List of Subjects in 50 CFR Part 17 * * * * *
We have determined that we do not Endangered and threatened species, (h) * = =
need to prepare an Environmental Exports, Imports, Reporting and
Species Vertebrate popu- o :
Historic range lation where endan-  Status ~ When listed E:E)Ii(t::tl Sﬁﬁg'sal
Common name Scientific name gered or threatened
MAMMALS .iiiiiiiiiiiiies ettt seee et nes eetestessessenee st snesnennenne aessessesneeneneneneneiene aneeeeeeeeesene sesesenenetae eeteeeeareaneneae
Bison, wood ............. Bison bison Canada, Alaska ...... Entire ...cccovveeeee T 3 NA NA
athabascae.

Dated: January 28, 2011.
Larry Williams,
Acting Director, Fish and Wildlife Service.
[FR Doc. 2011-2529 Filed 2—7-11; 8:45 am)]
BILLING CODE 4310-55-P

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration

50 CFR Part 223
RIN 0648-XZ59

Endangered and Threatened Species;
Extension of Public Comment Period
on Proposed Threatened Status for
Subspecies of the Ringed Seal

AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS), National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA),
Commerce.

ACTION: Proposed rule; extension of
public comment period.

SUMMARY: We, NMFS, are extending the
date by which public comments are due
concerning the proposed rule to list the
Arctic (Phoca hispida hispida), Okhotsk
(Phoca hispida ochotensis), Baltic
(Phoca hispida botnica), and Ladoga
(Phoca hispida ladogensis) subspecies
of the ringed seal as threatened under
the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as
amended (ESA). On December 10, 2010,
we published a proposed rule to list
these subspecies as threatened. As part
of that proposal, we announced a public
comment period to end on February 8,
2011. Today we extend the public
comment period to March 25, 2011.

DATES: The deadline for receipt of
comments on the proposed rule
published on December 10, 2010 (75 FR
77476), is extended from February 8,
2011, to March 25, 2011.

ADDRESSES: Send comments to Kaja
Brix, Assistant Regional Administrator,
Protected Resources Division, Alaska
Region, NMFS, Attn: Ellen Sebastian.
You may submit comments, identified

by RIN 0648—-XZ59, by any one of the
following methods:

e Electronic Submissions: Submit all
electronic public comments via the
Federal eRulemaking Portal http://
www.regulations.gov.

e Mail: P.O. Box 21668, Juneau, AK
99802.

e Fax:(907) 586-7557.

e Hand delivery to the Federal
Building: 709 West 9th Street, Room
420A, Juneau, AK.

All comments received are a part of
the public record. No comments will be
posted to http://www.regulations.gov for
public viewing until after the comment
period has closed. Comments will
generally be posted without change. All
Personal Identifying Information (for
example, name, address, etc.)
voluntarily submitted by the commenter
may be publicly accessible. Do not
submit Confidential Business
Information or otherwise sensitive or
protected information.

We will accept anonymous comments
(enter N/A in the required fields, if you
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wish to remain anonymous). You may
submit attachments to electronic
comments in Microsoft Word, Excel,
WordPerfect, or Adobe PDF file formats
only.

The proposed rule, status review
report, and other materials relating to
this proposal can be found on the
Alaska Region Web site at: http://
alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Tamara Olson, NMFS Alaska Region,
(907) 271-5006; Kaja Brix, NMFS
Alaska Region, (907) 586—7235; or Marta
Nammack, Office of Protected
Resources, Silver Spring, MD (301) 713—
1401.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Background

On December 10, 2010 (75 FR 77476),
we published a proposed rule to list the
Arctic, Okhotsk, Baltic, and Ladoga
subspecies of the ringed seal as
threatened under the ESA. Based on the
status of these subspecies, we also
proposed protective regulations
pursuant to section 4(d) of the ESA for
these subspecies to include all of the
prohibitions in section 9(a)(1) of the
ESA.

We received requests to extend the
public comment period on the proposed
rule due to partial overlap of the
comment period with the holiday
season, and also because the comment
period is scheduled concurrently with
the comment period for the proposed
listing of the Beringia and Okhotsk
Distinct Population Segments (DPSs) of
the bearded seal (Erignathus barbatus)
(75 FR 77496). Three requesters asked
for an additional 30 days; and one
requester asked for an additional 60
days. We have considered these requests
and conclude that a 45-day extension
should allow sufficient time for
responders to submit comments without
significantly delaying this rulemaking
process. We are therefore extending the
public comment period, which was
scheduled to end February 8, 2011, to
March 25, 2011, to allow additional
time for public comment. A 45-day
extension of the public comment period
on the proposed rule to list DPSs of the
bearded seal is published concurrently
as a separate notice.

Authority: 16 U.S.C. 1533 et seq.

Dated: January 31, 2011.
James H. Lecky,

Director, Office of Protected Resources,
National Marine Fisheries Service.

[FR Doc. 2011-2752 Filed 2—7-11; 8:45 am)]
BILLING CODE 3510-22-P

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration

50 CFR Part 223
RIN 0648-XZ58

Endangered and Threatened Species;
Extension of Public Comment Period
on Proposed Threatened Status for
Distinct Population Segments of the
Bearded Seal

AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS), National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA),
Commerce.

ACTION: Proposed rule; extension of
public comment period.

SUMMARY: We, NMFS, are extending the
date by which public comments are due
concerning the proposed rule to list the
Beringia and Okhotsk Distinct
Population Segments (DPSs) of the
bearded seal (Erignathus barbatus) as
threatened under the Endangered
Species Act of 1973, as amended (ESA).
On December 10, 2010, we published a
proposed rule in the Federal Register to
list these DPSs as threatened. As part of
that proposal, we announced a public
comment period to end on February 8,
2011. Today we extend the public
comment period to March 25, 2011.

DATES: The deadline for receipt of
comments on the proposed rule
published on December 10, 2010 (75 FR
77496), is extended from February 8,
2011, to March 25, 2011.

ADDRESSES: Send comments to Kaja
Brix, Assistant Regional Administrator,
Protected Resources Division, Alaska
Region, NMFS, Attn: Ellen Sebastian.
You may submit comments, identified
by RIN 0648-XZ58, by any one of the
following methods:

e Electronic Submissions: Submit all
electronic public comments via the
Federal eRulemaking Portal http://
www.regulations.gov.

e Mail: P.O. Box 21668, Juneau, AK
99802.

e Fax:(907) 586-7557.

o Hand delivery to the Federal
Building: 709 West 9th Street, Room
420A, Juneau, AK.

All comments received are a part of
the public record. No comments will be
posted to http://www.regulations.gov for
public viewing until after the comment
period has closed. Comments will
generally be posted without change. All
Personal Identifying Information (for
example, name, address, etc.)
voluntarily submitted by the commenter
may be publicly accessible. Do not

submit Confidential Business
Information or otherwise sensitive or
protected information.

We will accept anonymous comments
(enter N/A in the required fields, if you
wish to remain anonymous). You may
submit attachments to electronic
comments in Microsoft Word, Excel,
WordPerfect, or Adobe PDF file formats
only.

The proposed rule, status review
report, and other materials relating to
this proposal can be found on the
Alaska Region Web site at: http://
alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Tamara Olson, NMFS Alaska Region,
(907) 271-5006; Kaja Brix, NMFS
Alaska Region, (907) 586—7235; or Marta
Nammack, Office of Protected
Resources, Silver Spring, MD (301) 713—
1401.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

On December 10, 2010 (75 FR 77496),
we published a proposed rule to list the
Beringia and Okhotsk DPSs of the
bearded seal as threatened under the
ESA. Based on the status of these DPSs,
we also proposed protective regulations
pursuant to section 4(d) of the ESA for
these DPSs to include all of the
prohibitions in section 9(a)(1) of the
ESA.

We received requests to extend the
public comment period on the proposed
rule due to partial overlap of the
comment period with the holiday
season, and also because the comment
period is scheduled concurrently with
the comment period for the proposed
listing of subspecies of the ringed seal
(Phoca hispida) (75 FR 77476). Three
requesters asked for an additional 30
days; and one requester asked for an
additional 60 days. We have considered
these requests and conclude that a 45-
day extension should allow sufficient
time for responders to submit comments
without significantly delaying this
rulemaking process. We are therefore
extending the public comment period,
which was scheduled to end February 8,
2011, to March 25, 2011, to allow
additional time for public comment. A
45-day extension of the public comment
period on the proposed rule to list
subspecies of the ringed seal is
published concurrently as a separate
notice.

Authority: 16 U.S.C. 1533 et seq.
Dated: January 31, 2011.
James H. Lecky,

Director, Office of Protected Resources,
National Marine Fisheries Service.

[FR Doc. 2011-2753 Filed 2—-7-11; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3510-22-P
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FINANCIAL STABILITY OVERSIGHT
COUNCIL

Recommendations Regarding
Modifications to the Concentration
Limit on Large Financial Companies

AGENCY: Financial Stability Oversight
Council.

ACTION: Notice and request for comment.

SUMMARY: Section 622 of the Dodd-
Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer
Protection Act (the “Act” or “Dodd-
Frank Act”) establishes a financial sector
concentration limit that generally
prohibits a financial company * from
merging or consolidating with,
acquiring all or substantially all of the
assets of, or otherwise acquiring control
of, another company if the resulting
company’s consolidated liabilities
would exceed 10 percent of the
aggregate consolidated liabilities of all
financial companies.2 This
concentration limit is intended, along
with a number of other provisions in the
Dodd-Frank Act, to promote financial
stability and address the perception that
large financial institutions are “too big
to fail.” Section 622 of the Act also
requires the Financial Stability
Oversight Council (the “Council”) to: (i)
Complete a study of the extent to which
the concentration limit would affect
financial stability, moral hazard in the
financial system, the efficiency and

1 Section 622’s concentration limit applies only to
a “financial company,” which is defined as: (i) An
insured depository institution; (ii) a bank holding
company; (iii) a savings and loan holding company;
(iv) a company that controls an insured depository
institution; (v) a nonbank financial company
supervised by the Board of Governors of the Federal
Reserve System under title I of the Dodd-Frank Act;
and (vi) a foreign bank or company that is treated
as a bank holding company for purposes of the
Bank Holding Company Act.

2Public Law 111-203, 124 Stat. 1376 (2010). We
refer to the limit established by section 622
generally as the “concentration limit.” This
concentration limit was adopted as a new section
14 to the Bank Holding Company Act of 1956 (the
“BHC Act”) (to be codified at 12 U.S.C. 1852).

competitiveness of United States
financial firms and financial markets,
and the cost and availability of credit
and other financial services to
households and businesses in the
United States; and (ii) make
recommendations regarding any
modifications to the concentration limit
that the Council determines would more
effectively implement section 622.3 On
January 18, 2011, the Council approved
and issued its concentration limit study
and the recommendations on how to
effectively implement section 622. The
Council seeks public comment on the
Council recommendations described
below. The Council will review and, if
appropriate, revise its recommendations
in response to the public comments it
receives.

DATES: Comments must be received on
or before March 10, 2011.

ADDRESSES: Interested persons are
invited to submit comments regarding
this notice according to the instructions
below. All submissions must refer to the
document title. The Council encourages
the early submission of comments.

Electronic Submission of Comments.
Interested persons must submit
comments electronically through the
Federal eRulemaking Portal at http://
www.regulations.gov. Electronic
submission of comments allows the
commenter maximum time to prepare
and submit a comment, ensures timely
receipt, and enables the Council to make
them available to the public. Comments
submitted electronically through the
http://www.regulations.gov Web site can
be viewed by other commenters and
interested members of the public.
Commenters should follow the
instructions provided on that site to
submit comments electronically.

Mail: Send comments to Financial
Stability Oversight Council, Attn: Amias
Gerety, 1500 Pennsylvania Avenue,
NW., Washington DC 20220.

Note: To receive consideration as public
comments, comments must be submitted
through the methods specified above. Again,
all submissions must refer to the title of the
notice.

Public Inspection of Public
Comments. All properly submitted
comments will be available for
inspection and downloading at http://
www.regulations.gov.

3See 12 U.S.C. 1852(e).

Additional Instructions. In general
comments received, including
attachments and other supporting
materials, are part of the public record
and are immediately available to the
public. Do not enclose any information
in your comment or supporting
materials that you consider confidential
or inappropriate for public disclosure.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For
further information regarding this
Notice and Request for Comment
contact Amias Gerety, Office of
Domestic Finance, Treasury, at (202)
622—-8716 or Jeff King, Office of the
General Counsel, Treasury, at (202) 622—
1978. All responses to this Notice and
Request for Comment should be
submitted via http://
www.regulations.gov to ensure
consideration.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

I. Background

Pursuant to section 622 of the Dodd-
Frank Act, on January 18, 2011, the
Council approved and issued the
concentration limit study including
recommendations on how to effectively
implement section 622. The full text of
the concentration limit study and
recommendations can be viewed at
http://www.treasury.gov/initiatives/
Documents/Study%20on
%20Concentration%20Limits
% 200n% 20Large % 20Firms%2001-17-
11.pdf.

The Council believes that the
concentration limit will have a positive
impact on U.S. financial stability.
Specifically, the Council believes that
the concentration limit will reduce the
risks to U.S. financial stability created
by increased concentration arising from
mergers, consolidations or acquisitions
involving the largest U.S. financial
companies. In addition, restrictions on
future growth through acquisition by the
largest financial companies ultimately
will prevent acquisitions that could
make these firms harder for their
officers and directors to manage, for the
financial markets to understand and
discipline, and for regulators to
supervise. The concentration limit, as
structured, could also have the
beneficial effect of causing the largest
financial companies to either shed risk
or raise capital to reduce their liabilities
so as to permit additional acquisitions
under the concentration limit. Such
actions, other things equal, would tend
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to reduce the chance that the firm
would fail. Moreover, the concentration
limit should provide a more
comprehensive limitation on growth
through acquisition than the 10 percent
nationwide deposit cap imposed by the
Riegle-Neal Interstate Banking and
Branching Efficiency Act of 1994 4
because it also takes into account non-
deposit liabilities and off-balance sheet
exposures, limiting incentives to shift
liabilities from deposits to potentially
more volatile on and off-balance-sheet
liabilities.

Although the Council expects the
impact of the concentration limit on
moral hazard, competition, and the
availability of credit in the U.S.
financial system to be generally neutral
over the short- to medium-term, over the
long term the Council expects the
concentration limit to enhance the
competitiveness of U.S. financial
markets by preventing an increased
dominance of those markets by a very
small number of firms.

The Act specifically provides that the
concentration limit set forth in section
622 is “subject to,” and thus may be
modified by, the recommendations
made by the Council.5 The Board of
Governors of the Federal Reserve
System (the “Board”) is thus required to
adopt regulations that reflect and are in
accordance with the Council’s
recommendations to implement section
622.5 The Board must prescribe these
rules no later than 9 months after
completion of the Council’s study. The
Board also is authorized to issue
interpretations or guidance regarding
application of the concentration limit to
an individual financial company or
financial companies generally.

To more effectively implement
section 622, the Council has
recommended: (i) Modifying the
statutory definition of “liabilities” for
certain companies that do not currently
calculate or report risk-weighted assets;
(ii) modifying the calculation of
aggregate financial sector liabilities to
use a two-year rolling average instead of
a single year for purposes of calculating
the denominator of the limit and
requiring the Board to publicly report,
on an annual basis and no later than
July 1 of any calendar year, a final

4Public Law 103-328, 108 Stat. 2338 (1994).
Currently, the Riegle-Neal Act deposit cap prohibits
a depository institution, bank holding company or
savings and loan holding company from acquiring
or merging with an insured depository institution
in another state if, after consummation of the
acquisition, the applicant would control more than
10 percent of the total amount of deposits of
insured depository institutions in the United States.
See 12 U.S.C. 1828(c), 1843(i), and 1467a(e)(2).

5See 12 U.S.C. 1852(b).

6 See 12 U.S.C. 1852(d).

calculation of the aggregate consolidated
liabilities of all financial companies as
of the end of the preceding calendar
year; and (iii) extending the exception
provided in the statute for the
acquisition of failing banks to other
failing insured depository institutions.
The specific recommendations made by
the Council are set forth below. For
further information on the
recommendations, please see the full
text of the concentration limit study and
recommendations at http://
www.ireasury.gov/initiatives/
Documents/Study% 20on

% 20Concentration % 20Limits % 20on
%20Large %20Firms%2001-17-11.pdf.
As noted above, the Council will review
and, if appropriate, revise its
recommendations in response to the
public comments it receives.

II. Solicitation for Public Comments on
the Concentration Limit
Recommendations

The Council seeks public comment on
the Council recommendations as
follows:

1. Definition of “Liabilities” for Certain
Companies

Council Recommendation: The
concentration limit under Section 622
should be modified so that the liabilities
of any financial company (other than an
insurance company, a nonbank financial
company supervised by the Board, or a
foreign bank or a foreign-based financial
company that is or is treated as a bank
holding company) that is not subject to
consolidated risk-based capital rules
that are substantially similar to those
applicable to bank holding companies
shall be calculated for purposes of the
concentration limit pursuant to GAAP
or other appropriate accounting
standards applicable to such company,
until such time that these companies
may be subject to risk-based capital
rules or are required to report risk-
weighted assets and regulatory capital.

2. Collection, Aggregation and Public
Dissemination of Concentration Limit
Data

Council Recommendation: The
concentration limit under Section 622
should be modified to provide that a
transaction covered by section 622 shall
be considered to have violated the
concentration limit if the total
consolidated liabilities of the acquiring
financial company upon consummation
of the transaction would exceed 10
percent of the average amount of
aggregate consolidated liabilities of all
financial companies as reported by the
Board as of the end of the two most
recent calendar years. For this purpose,

rules issued under section 622 shall
provide for the Board to publicly report,
on an annual basis and no later than
July 1 of any calendar year, a final
calculation of the aggregate consolidated
liabilities of all financial companies as
of the end of the preceding calendar
year.

3. Acquisition of Failing Insured
Depository Institutions

Council Recommendation: The
concentration limit under section 622
should be modified to provide that, with
the prior written consent of the Board,
the concentration limit shall not apply
to an acquisition of any type of insured
depository institution in default or in
danger of default.

Dated: January 31, 2011.
Alastair Fitzpayne,

Deputy Chief of Staff and Executive Secretary,
Department of the Treasury.

[FR Doc. 2011-2717 Filed 2—-7-11; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4810-25-P

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Submission for OMB Review;
Comment Request

February 3, 2011.

The Department of Agriculture has
submitted the following information
collection requirement(s) to OMB for
review and clearance under the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995,
Public Law 104-13. Comments
regarding (a) Whether the collection of
information is necessary for the proper
performance of the functions of the
agency, including whether the
information will have practical utility;
(b) the accuracy of the agency’s estimate
of burden including the validity of the
methodology and assumptions used; (c)
ways to enhance the quality, utility and
clarity of the information to be
collected; (d) ways to minimize the
burden of the collection of information
on those who are to respond, including
through the use of appropriate
automated, electronic, mechanical, or
other technological collection
techniques or other forms of information
technology should be addressed to: Desk
Officer for Agriculture, Office of
Information and Regulatory Affairs,
Office of Management and Budget
(OMB),
OIRA_Submission@OMB.EOP.GOV or
fax (202) 395-5806 and to Departmental
Clearance Office, USDA, OCIO, Mail
Stop 7602, Washington, DG 20250—
7602. Comments regarding these
information collections are best assured
of having their full effect if received
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within 30 days of this notification.
Copies of the submission(s) may be
obtained by calling (202) 720-8958.

An agency may not conduct or
sponsor a collection of information
unless the collection of information
displays a currently valid OMB control
number and the agency informs
potential persons who are to respond to
the collection of information that such
persons are not required to respond to
the collection of information unless it
displays a currently valid OMB control
number.

Food and Nutrition Service

Title: Issuance Reconciliation Report,
FNS—46.

OMB Control Number: 0584—0080.

Summary of Collection: Section 7(d)
of the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008,
as amended, (the Act) (7 U.S.C. 2016(d))
and Regulations at 7 CFR 274.4(a) and
274.4(b)(2), requires State agencies to
report on their Supplemental Nutrition
Assistance Program (SNAP) benefit
issuance operations not less than
monthly, through a reconciliation
process. The Food and Nutrition Service
(FNS), administers the SNAP in
cooperation with State and local
governments. States are held liable by
Section 7(f) of the Act, for any financial
losses involved in the issuance of SNAP
benefits.

Need and Use of the Information: FNS
uses form FNS—46 form, Issuance
Reconciliation Report, to ensure that
State agencies are responsible for
preventing losses or shortages of Federal
funds in the issuance of benefits. The
FNS—46 is used as a management tool
used for the analysis of other problems
in the issuance of Program benefits that
are not liabilities of the State agency but
are indicators of administrative
problems. The FNS—46 report enables
State agencies to identify other acts of
fraud and/or waste so that corrective
action can be taken. The data from the
FNS—-46 report is also used for reports
to Congress, to establish State issuance
liabilities, and to determine national
performance measures for Quality
Control.

Description of Respondents: State,
Local, or Tribal Government.

Number of Respondents: 54.

Frequency of Responses: Reporting:
Monthly.

Total Burden Hours: 2,592.

Ruth Brown,

Departmental Information Collection
Clearance Officer.

[FR Doc. 2011-2730 Filed 2-7-11; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3410-30-P

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Submission for OMB Review;
Comment Request

February 3, 2011.

The Department of Agriculture has
submitted the following information
collection requirement(s) to OMB for
review and clearance under the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995,
Public Law 104-13. Comments
regarding: (a) Whether the collection of
information is necessary for the proper
performance of the functions of the
agency, including whether the
information will have practical utility;
(b) the accuracy of the agency’s estimate
of burden including the validity of the
methodology and assumptions used; (c)
ways to enhance the quality, utility and
clarity of the information to be
collected; (d) ways to minimize the
burden of the collection of information
on those who are to respond, including
through the use of appropriate
automated, electronic, mechanical, or
other technological collection
techniques or other forms of information
technology should be addressed to: Desk
Officer for Agriculture, Office of
Information and Regulatory Affairs,
Office of Management and Budget
(OMB),
OIRA_Submission@OMB.EOP.GOV or
fax (202) 395-5806 and to Departmental
Clearance Office, USDA, OCIO, Mail
Stop 7602, Washington, DC 20250—
7602. Comments regarding these
information collections are best assured
of having their full effect if received
within 30 days of this notification.
Copies of the submission(s) may be
obtained by calling (202) 720-8681.

An agency may not conduct or
sponsor a collection of information
unless the collection of information
displays a currently valid OMB control
number and the agency informs
potential persons who are to respond to
the collection of information that such
persons are not required to respond to
the collection of information unless it
displays a currently valid OMB control
number.

Rural Housing Service

Title: 7 CFR 1902—A, Supervised Bank
Accounts.

OMB Control Number: 0575—-0158.

Summary of Collection: 7 CFR 1902—
A, Supervised Bank Accounts,
prescribes the policies and procedures
for disbursing loan and grant funds,
establishing and closing supervised
accounts, and placing Multi-Family
housing reserve accounts in supervised
accounts. Supervised accounts are
accounts with a financial institution in

the names of a borrower and the United
States Government, represented by
Rural Housing Service, Rural Business-
Cooperative Service, Rural Utilities
Service, (Agency). Section 339 of the
Consolidated Farm and Rural
Development Act, 7 U.S.C. 1989 and
Section 510 of the Housing Act of 1949,
as amended, (42 U.S.C. 1480) are the
legislative authorities requiring the use
of supervised accounts.

Need and Use of the Information: The
agency’s state and field offices will
collect information from borrowers and
financial institutions and use the
information to monitor compliance with
agency regulations governing supervised
accounts, such as establishing,
maintaining, and withdrawing funds. In
addition, the information will be used to
ensure that the borrowers operate on a
sound basis and use the loan and grant
funds for authorized purposes.

Description of Respondents: Business
or other for-profit.

Number of Respondents: 20,000.

Frequency of Responses: Reporting:
On occasion.

Total Burden Hours: 26,969.

Rural Housing Service

Title: Rural Rental Housing Program,
7 CFR Part 3560.

OMB Control Number: 0575-0189.

Summary of Collection: The programs
covered by 7 CFR part 3560 provide
financing to support the development of
adequate, affordable housing and rental
units for very low-, low-, and moderate-
income households, and farm workers.
Rural Housing Service (RHS) is
authorized to collect the information
needed to administer these various
programs under Title V of the Housing
Act of 1949, Section 515 Rural Rental
Housing, Sections 514 and 516 Farm
Labor Housing loans and grants, and
Section 521 Rental Assistance.

Need and Use of the Information: The
information collected by RHS is used to
plan, manage, evaluate and account for
Government resources. The reports are
required to ensure the proper and
judicious use of public funds. The
purpose of the Multi-Family Housing
programs is to provide adequate,
affordable, decent, safe, and sanitary
rental units for very low-, low-, and
moderate-income households and farm
workers in rural areas.

Description of Respondents: Business
or other for profit: Individual or
households; Farms; Not-for-profit
institutions; State, Local, or Tribal
Government.

Number of Respondents: 500,000.

Frequency of Responses:
Recordkeeping; Reporting: Quarterly;
Monthly, Annually.
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Total Burden Hours: 1,091,785.

Charlene Parker,

Departmental Information Collection
Clearance Officer.

[FR Doc. 2011-2733 Filed 2—7-11; 8:45 am)]
BILLING CODE 3410-XT-P

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Submission for OMB Review;
Comment Request

February 3, 2011.

The Department of Agriculture has
submitted the following information
collection requirement(s) to OMB for
review and clearance under the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995,
Public Law 104-13. Comments
regarding (a) whether the collection of
information is necessary for the proper
performance of the functions of the
agency, including whether the
information will have practical utility;
(b) the accuracy of the agency’s estimate
of burden including the validity of the
methodology and assumptions used; (c)
ways to enhance the quality, utility and
clarity of the information to be
collected; (d) ways to minimize the
burden of the collection of information
on those who are to respond, including
through the use of appropriate
automated, electronic, mechanical, or
other technological collection
techniques and other forms of
information technology should be
addressed to: Desk Officer for
Agriculture, Office of Information and
Regulatory Affairs, Office of
Management and Budget (OMB),
OIRA Submission@OMB.EOP.GOV or
fax (202) 395-5806 and to Departmental
Clearance Office, USDA, OCIO, Mail
Stop 7602, Washington, D.C. 20250—
7602. Comments regarding these
information collections are best assured
of having their full effect if received
within 30 days of this notification.
Copies of the submission(s) may be
obtained by calling (202) 720-8681.

An agency may not conduct or
sponsor a collection of information
unless the collection of information
displays a currently valid OMB control
number and the agency informs
potential persons who are to respond to
the collection of information that such
persons are not required to respond to
the collection of information unless it
displays a currently valid OMB control
number.

Forest Service

Title: Contract Operations and
Administration.
OMB Control Number: 0596—-NEW.

Summary of Collection: The Forest
Service (FS) is authorized under the
National Forest Management Act (16
U.S.C. 472a); Food, Conservation, and
Energy Act of 2008; 7 CFR 3017;
Executive Order 11246, as amended by
EO 11375 and EO 12086; 36 CFR
223.30-60 and 36 CFR 223.110-118; 40
CFR 112 and Forest Resources
Conservation and Shortage Relief Act of
1990, § 620d Monitoring and
Enforcement, as amended in 1997 by
Public Law 105-83 and current through
Public Law 110-450 to collect
information associated with operations
and administration of bilateral contracts
for the sale of timber and other forest
products.

Need and Use of the Information: The
information is needed by the F'S for a
variety of uses associated with
operations and administration of
contracts for the sale of timber and other
forest products. The information
collected includes plans, requests,
agreements and notices necessary for
operations under the terms of the
contracts. Each contract specifies the
information the contractor will be
required to provide, including the
timing and frequency of the information
collection. The information is submitted
in a variety of formats including FS
forms; Government Standard forms;
forms developed by individual
contractors, charts, maps, e-mail
messages and letters.

Description of Respondents: Business
or other for-profit; Farms; Not-for-profit
institutions.

Number of Respondents: 1,539.
Frequency of Responses: Reporting:
Annually; Semi-annually; Monthly; On

occasion.

Total Burden Hours: 91,355.

Charlene Parker,

Departmental Information Collection
Clearance Officer.

[FR Doc. 2011-2728 Filed 2—-7-11; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3410-11-P

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Animal and Plant Health Inspection
Service

[Docket No. APHIS-2010-0047]

Monsanto Company and KWS SAAT
AG; Decision With Respect to the
Petition for Partial Deregulation of
Genetically Engineered Roundup
Ready Sugar Beets

AGENCY: Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, USDA.

ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: We are advising the public of
our decision to “partially deregulate”
Roundup Ready® sugar beets developed
by the Monsanto Company (Monsanto)
and KWS SAAT AG (KWS), designated
as event H7-1, in response to a
supplemental Monsanto/KWS petition
requesting partial deregulation of event
H7-1. APHIS has determined that it
will, for an interim period of time, grant
the petition in part. APHIS will grant a
partial deregulation for event H7—1
sugar beet root crop production
activities when conducted under certain
mandatory conditions. APHIS has
decided not to grant partial deregulation
for event H7—1 sugar beet seed crop
production. Rather, APHIS has decided
that event H7—1 sugar beet seed
production shall remain regulated under
APHIS’ regulations governing the
introduction of certain genetically
engineered organisms. Our decision
granting the petition in part on an
interim basis is based on our evaluation
of data submitted by Monsanto and
KWS in its supplemental petition for a
determination of “partial deregulation,”
our analysis of other scientific data, and
comments received from the public in
response to our previous notice
announcing the availability of the
environmental assessment (EA)
associated with the supplemental
petition for partial deregulation. This
notice also announces the availability of
our written decision, final EA, and
finding of no significant impact.

DATES: Effective Date: February 8, 2011.
ADDRESSES: You may read the
documents referenced in this notice and
the comments we received in our
reading room. The reading room is
located in room 1141 of the USDA
South Building, 14th Street and
Independence Avenue, SW.,
Washington, DC. Normal reading room
hours are 8 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., Monday
through Friday, except holidays. To be
sure someone is there to help you,
please call (202) 690-2817 before
coming.

Documents referenced in this notice
are also available on the Internet at
http://www.regulations.gov/fdmspublic/
component/
main?main=DocketDetail&d=APHIS-
2010-0047.

Other Information: Additional
information about APHIS and its
programs is available on the Internet at
http://www.aphis.usda.gov.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr.
David Reinhold, Assistant Director,
Environmental Risk Analysis Programs,
BRS, APHIS, 4700 River Road Unit 146,
Riverdale, MD 20737-1238; (301) 734—
0660.


http://www.regulations.gov/fdmspublic/component/main?main=DocketDetail&d=APHIS-2010-0047
http://www.regulations.gov/fdmspublic/component/main?main=DocketDetail&d=APHIS-2010-0047
http://www.regulations.gov/fdmspublic/component/main?main=DocketDetail&d=APHIS-2010-0047
http://www.regulations.gov/fdmspublic/component/main?main=DocketDetail&d=APHIS-2010-0047
mailto:OIRA_Submission@OMB.EOP.GOV
http://www.aphis.usda.gov
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To enter into a compliance agreement
to introduce event H7—1 sugar beet root
crop, contact APHIS’ Regulatory
Operations Programs at (301) 734-5301.
To obtain copies of the documents
referenced in this notice, contact Ms.
Cindy Eck at (301) 734-0667, e-mail:
cynthia.a.eck@aphis.usda.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Background

The regulations in 7 CFR part 340,
“Introduction of Organisms and
Products Altered or Produced Through
Genetic Engineering Which Are Plant
Pests or Which There Is Reason to
Believe Are Plant Pests,” regulate,
among other things, the introduction
(importation, interstate movement, or
release into the environment) of
organisms and products altered or
produced through genetic engineering
that are plant pests or that there is
reason to believe are plant pests. Such
genetically engineered organisms and
products are considered “regulated
articles.”

On November 4, 2010, the Animal
and Plant Health Inspection Service
(APHIS) published a notice? in the
Federal Register (75 FR 67945-67946,
Docket No. APHIS—-2010-0047)
announcing the availability of an
environmental assessment for a
supplemental petition from the
Monsanto Company (Monsanto) and
KWS SAAT AG (KWS) requesting
“partial deregulation” or similar
administrative action under 7 CFR part
340 (referred to below as the
regulations) for sugar beets (Beta
vulgaris ssp. vulgaris) designated as
event H7—1. These sugar beets have
been genetically engineered for
tolerance to the herbicide glyphosate
and are considered regulated articles

under the regulations in 7 CFR part 340.

The supplemental petition seeks action
by APHIS that would authorize the
continued cultivation of H7—1 sugar
beets, subject to carefully tailored
interim measures.

APHIS received 3,722 comments
during the comment period. There were
3,058 comments from groups or
individuals who supported the “partial
deregulation” and 633 from those who
opposed the “partial deregulation.”
APHIS has addressed the issues raised
during the comment period and has
provided responses to these comments
as an attachment to the finding of no
significant impact.

1To review the notice and the supporting and
related material, go to http://
www.regulations.gov;fdmspublic/component/
main?main=DocketDetail&d=APHIS-2010-0047.

The supplemental petition is related
to a petition submitted by Monsanto and
KWS to APHIS on November 19, 2003,
seeking a determination of nonregulated
status for event H7—1 sugar beets
(Petition 03—323—01). On October 19,
2004, APHIS published a notice in the
Federal Register (69 FR 61466—61467,
Docket No. 04-075—-1) announcing that
the Monsanto/KWS petition and an
environmental assessment (EA) were
available for public review. On March
17, 2005, we published a notice in the
Federal Register (70 FR 13007—-13008,
Docket No. 04-075-2) advising the
public of our determination, effective
March 4, 2005, that event H7—1 sugar
beets were fully deregulated and no
longer considered a regulated article
under the regulations. On September 21,
2009, the U.S. District Court for the
Northern District of California issued a
ruling in a lawsuit challenging APHIS’
decision to deregulate event H7—1 sugar
beets, finding that APHIS should have
completed an environmental impact
statement (EIS) prior to granting full
deregulation of H7—1 sugar beets. Later,
on August 13, 2010, the Court vacated
APHIS’ decision to deregulate event
H7-1 sugar beets until APHIS prepares
a full EIS prior to a further decision on
the petition for full deregulation and
remanded the matter to APHIS.
Accordingly, event H7—1 sugar beets
once again became a regulated article
subject to APHIS’ regulatory oversight
under 7 CFR part 340 and the Plant
Protection Act.

National Environmental Policy Act

To provide the public with
documentation of APHIS’ review and
analysis of any potential environmental
impacts associated with Monsanto/
KWS’ petition for “partial deregulation”
for event H7—1 sugar beets, an EA was
prepared in accordance with: (1) The
National Environmental Policy Act of
1969 (NEPA), as amended (42 U.S.C.
4321 et seq.), (2) regulations of the
Council on Environmental Quality for
implementing the procedural provisions
of NEPA (40 CFR parts 1500-1508), (3)
USDA regulations implementing NEPA
(7 CFR part 1b), and (4) APHIS’ NEPA
Implementing Procedures (7 CFR part
372).

The draft EA considered and
evaluated a range of alternatives.
APHIS’ preferred alternative is an
interim partial deregulation—a
combination of alternatives 2 and 3. The
preferred alternative incorporates
specific aspects of both alternatives 2
and 3. Under this preferred alternative,
pursuant to § 340.6 of the regulations,
APHIS will partially deregulate the
event H7—1 sugar beet root crop. APHIS

has determined that they will not be
subject to requirements of 7 CFR part
340 if they are grown under the
mandatory conditions established by
APHIS. Event H7—1 sugar beet root crop
production activities conducted under
these mandatory conditions will not be
considered regulated under 7 CFR part
340. Event H7—1 sugar beet seed crop
will remain regulated subject to
requirements of 7 CFR part 340,
requiring a permit or notification for
movement and environmental release.

Under the partial, conditional
deregulation, APHIS will require
compliance with mandatory conditions
for the root crop that will restrict its
movement and environmental release
via APHIS compliance agreements
authorized under the Plant Protection
Act. Any person who wants to enter into
a compliance agreement must first
contact APHIS’ Regulatory Operations
Programs by calling the phone number
listed under FOR FURTHER INFORMATION
CONTACT to enter into a compliance
agreement in advance of the
introduction.

This preferred alternative, including a
conditional, partial deregulation, is an
interim action that is limited in scope
and duration and will neither result in
significant impacts to the human
environment nor prejudice any decision
to be analyzed in the forthcoming EIS
for a determination regarding full
deregulation of event H7—1 sugar beets.
APHIS has determined that the
mandatory conditions imposed
pursuant to the partial deregulation of
event H7—1 sugar beet root crop, as well
as permitting of the seed crop under 7
CFR part 340, ensures that the
implementation of this interim
regulatory action will not result in any
environmental impacts which may
significantly affect the quality of the
human environment. The mandatory
conditions will also effectively ensure
that no potentially harmful economic or
marketing impacts will occur in the
interim while APHIS completes its EIS
prior to making a determination on
whether or not to grant full
nonregulated status to event H7—-1 sugar
beets.

Determination

Based on APHIS’ analysis of data
submitted by Monsanto and KWS,
references provided in the petition,
information analyzed in the plant pest
risk assessment and the EA, comments
provided by the public, and information
provided in APHIS’ response to those
public comments, APHIS has
determined that event H7—1 sugar beet
root crop grown under mandatory
conditions is unlikely to pose a plant


mailto:cynthia.a.eck@aphis.usda.gov
http://www.regulations.gov
http://www.regulations.gov
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pest risk and should not be subject to
the requirements of 7 CFR part 340.
APHIS has reached this determination
based on its plant pest risk assessment.
APHIS has determined that event H7-1
sugar beet root crop production does not
pose a plant pest risk and should not be
subject to the requirements of our
regulations in 7 CFR part 340 if grown
under the mandatory conditions
established by APHIS. Further, APHIS
has concluded that granting partial
deregulation of the H7—1 sugar beet root
crop under certain conditions and
allowing the seed crop to be planted
under the requirements of 7 CFR part
340 will have no significant
environmental effect on the human
environment.

This granting of a partial deregulation
for root crop production is an interim
partial deregulation for the root crop
with required conditions until an EIS is
completed regarding the Monsanto/
KWS petition for a full deregulation of
event H7—1. APHIS expects to complete
the EIS by May 2012, but unforeseen
conditions may affect the specific
completion date of the EIS. This interim
partial deregulation of event H7—1 root
crop and root production activities,
along with the interim permitting of
event H7—1 seed crop under 7 CFR part
340, will remain in effect through
December 31, 2012, to allow the
harvesting and processing of the 2012
commercial root crop and seed crop
unless APHIS issues a final EIS, record
of decision, and a determination
decision for a full deregulation of event
H7-1 sugar beets before those harvests
are completed in 2012.

Copies of the signed determination
document, as well as copies of the
petition, pest risk assessment, EA,
finding of no significant impact, and
response to comments are available as
indicated in the ADDRESSES and FOR
FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT sections
of this notice.

Authority: 7 U.S.C. 7701-7772 and 7781—

7786; 31 U.S.C. 9701; 7 CFR 2.22, 2.80, and
371.3.

Done in Washington, DG, this 4th day of
February 2011.
Cindy J. Smith,
Administrator, Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service.
[FR Doc. 2011-2878 Filed 2—7-11; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3410-34-P

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Forest Service

Daniel Boone National Forest
Resource Advisory Committee

AGENCY: Forest Service, USDA.
ACTION: Notice of meeting.

SUMMARY: The Daniel Boone National
Forest Resource Advisory Committee
will meet in London, Kentucky. The
committee is authorized under the
Secure Rural Schools and Community
Self-Determination Act (Pub. L. 110—
343) and in compliance with the Federal
Advisory Committee Act. The primary
objective of the meeting is to review
proposed project applications.

DATES: The meeting will be held on
Monday, March 7, 2011 at 6 p.m. EST.

ADDRESSES: The meeting will be held at
the Cumberland Valley Area
Development District, 342 Old Whitley
Road, London, KY 40744 in a meeting
room on the basement floor. Written
comments should be sent to Kimberly
Morgan, Daniel Boone National Forest,
1700 Bypass Road, Winchester, KY
40391. Comments may also be sent via
e-mail to kmorgan@fs.fed.us or via
facsimile to 859-744-1568. All
comments, including names and
addresses when provided, are placed in
the record and are available for public
inspection and copying. The public may
inspect received comments at Daniel
Boone National Forest, 1700 Bypass
Road, Winchester, KY 40391. Visitors
are encouraged to call ahead at 859—
745-3100 to arrange an appointment.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Kimberly Morgan, RAC Coordinator,
USDA, Daniel Boone National Forest,
1700 Bypass Road, Winchester, KY
40391; (859) 745—-3100; E-mail
kmorgan@fs.fed.us. Individuals who use
telecommunication devices for the deaf
(TDD) may call the Federal Information
Relay Service (FIRS) at 1-800-877-8339
between 8 a.m. and 8 p.m., Eastern
Standard Time, Monday through Friday.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
meeting is open to the public. The
following business will be conducted:
(1) Review committee operating guide;
(2) Discuss mileage reimbursement for
committee members; (3) Review and
discuss submitted project applications;
(4) Vote to approve project proposals;
and (5) Public Comments. Persons who
wish to bring related matters to the
attention of the Resource Advisory
Committee may file written statements
with the committee staff before or after
the meeting.

Dated: February 1, 2011.
Frank R. Beum,

Forest Supervisor, Daniel Boone National
Forest.

[FR Doc. 2011-2682 Filed 2—7—11; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3410-11-P

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Forest Service

Federal Advisory Committee Meeting
To Be Held Authorized Under the
Secure Rural Schools Act and
Community Self-Determination Act,
Public Law 110-343

AGENCY: Forest Service, USDA
ACTION: Announcement of meeting.

SUMMARY: On February 28, 2011, the
U.S. Forest Service will host a meeting
of the federally designated Secure Rural
Schools Resource Advisory Committee
(RAC). The public is invited to attend
the meeting and provide input. A
Secure Rural Schools RAC provides
advice and recommendations to the
Forest Service on the development and
implementation of special projects as
authorized under the Secure Rural
Schools and Community Self-
Determination Act, Public Law 110-343.
DATES: The meeting will be held on
February 28, 2011 from 12—4.
ADDRESSES: The meeting location is U.S.
Forest Service, Osceola Ranger District,
24874 U.S. Highway 90, Olustee,
Florida 32072.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Denise Rains, Public Services Staff
Officer, 850-523-8568, e-mail
drains@fs.fed.us.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Florida’s
RAC consists of 15 people selected to
serve on the committee by Secretary of
Agriculture Tom Vilsack. Members are
from throughout the state and represent
varied interests and areas of expertise.
They will work collaboratively to
improve working relationships among
community members and national forest
personnel.

Five Florida counties, Liberty,
Wakulla, Columbia, Baker and Marion,
elected to set aside a percentage of their
Secure Rural Schools payment. Counties
receive a payment annually for having
National Forest lands within their
boundaries. The RAC will ultimately
review and recommend projects to be
funded from this money.

Projects approved must benefit
National Forests lands and can maintain
infrastructure, improve the health of
watersheds and ecosystems, protect
communities, and strengthen local
economies.


mailto:kmorgan@fs.fed.us
mailto:kmorgan@fs.fed.us
mailto:drains@fs.fed.us
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Dated: February 2, 2011.
Susan Jeheber-Matthews,
Forest Supervisor.
[FR Doc. 2011-2690 Filed 2—7-11; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3410-11-P

SUMMARY: The Rural Utilities Service
(RUS), an agency of the United States
Department of Agriculture (USDA),
announces the depreciation rates for
telecommunications plant for the period
ending December 31, 2009.

DATES: These rates are effective
immediately and will remain in effect
until rates are available for the period
ending December 31, 2010.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Jonathan P. Claffey, Deputy Assistant
Administrator, Telecommunications
Program, Rural Utilities Service, STOP
1590—Room 5151, 1400 Independence

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Rural Utilities Service
Publication of Depreciation Rates

AGENCY: Rural Utilities Service, USDA.
ACTION: Notice.

Avenue, SW., Washington, DC 20250—
1590. Telephone: (202) 720-9556.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: In the
Rural Utilities Service regulation, 7 CFR
part 1737, Pre-Loan Policies and
Procedures Common to Insured and
Guaranteed Telecommunications Loans,
§1737.70(e) explains the depreciation
rates that are used by RUS in its
feasibility studies. § 1737.70(e)(2) refers
to median depreciation rates published
by RUS for all borrowers. The following
chart provides those rates, compiled by
RUS for the reporting period ending
December 31, 2009:

MEDIAN DEPRECIATION RATES FOR RURAL UTILITIES SERVICE BORROWERS BY EQUIPMENT CATEGORY FOR PERIOD

ENDING DECEMBER 31, 2009

Telecommunications plant category

Depreciation rate

1. Land and SUPPOIt ASSEES! ....cciueeiiiitiiiieeiee ettt ettt e sttt e s bt e bt e e beesaeeebeesnneenaeeenreenne

a. Motor vehicles
b. Aircraft
c. Special purpose vehicles .................
d. Garage and other work equipment .
e. Buildings
f. Furniture and office equipment ..
g. General purpose computers ..
2. Central Office Switching: ..............
a. Digital ...,
b. Analog & Electro-mechanical ....

C. OPErator SYSTEIMIS ....couiiiiiiii ettt ettt et e bt e s e e b e e san e neenenes
3. Central Office TranSMISSION: ........ciiiiiie et e e e e e e e e s e e e e eaae e e eeraeeeenaeas

a. Radio Systems
b. Circuit equipment
4. Information origination/termination: ..
a. Station apparatus

b. Customer Premises WIrNG .......c.coviiiiiiiiiiiiii e e

c. Large private branch exchanges .........
d. Public telephone terminal equipment ..
e. Other terminal equipment ....................
5. Cable and wire facilities: ...........
a. Aerial cable—poles
b. Aerial cable—metal
c. Aerial cable—fiber
d. Underground cable—metal ...
e. Underground cable—fiber
f. Buried cable—metal
g. Buried cable—fiber ......
h. Conduit systems .......

[T 11 =Y RS

Dated: January 7, 2011.
Jonathan Adelstein,
Administrator, Rural Utilities Service.
[FR Doc. 2011-2652 Filed 2—7—11; 8:45 am|]
BILLING CODE P

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

International Trade Administration
[A-570-965]

Drill Pipe From the People’s Republic
of China: Amended Final
Determination of Critical
Circumstances

AGENCY: Import Administration,
International Trade Administration,
Department of Commerce

DATES: Effective Date: February 8, 2011.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Toni
Dach, Susan Pulongbarit, or Matthew
Renkey, AD/CVD Operations, Office 9,

Import Administration, International
Trade Administration, U.S. Department
of Commerce, 14th Street and
Constitution Avenue, NW., Washington
DC 20230; telephone: (202) 482—1655,
(202) 482-4031, or (202) 482-2312,
respectively.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Background

On January 11, 2011, the Department
of Commerce (“Department”) published
in the Federal Register the final
determination in the antidumping duty
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investigation of drill pipe from the
People’s Republic of China (